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PREFACE. 



It occurred to me, after I had read the Bampton 
Lectures of 1832, which by the kindness of a friend 
I was enabled to do upon their first appearance* 
that something should be done immediately to 
counteract the false and mischievous theories, the 
erroneous and strange doctrines, which abound 
in that work. I began to make my selections of 
the obnoxious tenets, with the intention of throwing 
them under general heads of error, much after the 
manner afterwards so successfully pursued by those 
divines, to whose integrity of purpose, exactness of 
judgment, extent of knowledge, and distinguished 
abilities, the religious world has been so much 
indebted. When engaged upon the arrangement 



of these neologies, with a view to an orderly con- 
sideration of them, I was deprived of the power 
of fulfilling my intention, by circumstances which 
it is not necessary that I should characterize farther 
than by saying, that they prevented the execution 
of my purpose. Afterwards, when the present 
lamentable controversy was forced upon the Uni- 
versity, I found that there were others, and those 
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eminently distingaished by their intellectual and 
moral qualifications, who had entertained the same 
views, and were engaged in the same undertaking. 
Upon the publication of their distributions, I per- 
ceived that they had performed these difficult and 
laborious duties with a rare combination of justice 
to the writer by fairness of selection and citation, 
and to the reader by fulness and clearness of exposi- 
tion. I then gave up that part of my original design, 
but adhered to the resolution I had formed, as 
soon as I had read the book, in respect of that 
particular master-mischief, which may be said to 
govern the whole economy of Dr. Hampden's spe- 
culations, both in his Lectures, and in his Observa- 
tions on Religious Dissent. 

When I perceived, that, by an arbitrary and 
gratuitous distinction, Dr. Hampden had selected, 
for the severity of his declamations, that class or 
species of Scripture-consequences, which he was 
pleased to style Speculative, Dialectical, Scholastic, 
I thought that something should be done to direct 
attention to the fallacy, or rather to the numerous 
fallacies, which lay concealed within this manifest 
petitio principii. I recognize no authority in the 
Lecturer to assume the validity and profitableness of 
practical, but the invalidity and unprofitableness 
of doctrinal, consequences. I can discover no prin- 
ciple in the nature of the things themselves, and 
no warrant in the word of God, to support such a 
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disparagement of things proved out of ScriptuDe 
for tlie verification and settlement, it may be, of an 
essential point of doctrine. Strictly to speak, all 
the doctrines of revelation are in purpose and sq>- 
plication practical ; whatever is inferred and deduced 
from the declarations which the Almighty has been 
pleased to make upon any particular of divine truth, 
(however remote it may appear to be from human 
action,) has a reference to some internal or external 
performance of Christian duty. In that sense, the 
most myisterious of the deduced verities are strictly 
practical, as they have been repeatedly shewn, to 
be, and by none more conclusively than by Dr. 
Waterland. 

But my main objection lies not simply against 
Dr. Hampden's rejection and condemnation of doc- 
trinal consequences, and his admission and praise of 
such as are practical, but specially against the dog- 
matism which has severed doctrinal from practical 
consequences. I call this severance (which will 
be found to lie at the foundation of his whole argu- 
ment) arbitrary and gratuitous, in the sense and 
manner in which he has made use of it : for by it he 
has been enabled to set in hostile array things the 
most harmonious, things which originate in the same 
sacred sources, run by the side of each other over 
the same fields of human thought and action, and 
fertilize with an united stream the domains of faith 
and obedience. Scriptural consequences are at once 



doctrinal and practical, and ought not to be separated 
from each other, with a view to exalt the one above 
the other, and still less with the design of opposing 
the one to the other, but least of all for the purpose of 
helping on an unphilosophical theory of pseudo- ana- 
logy* by depreciating the profitableness of Scripture 
for doctrine. I protest against the injustice and par- 
tiality of the sentence which has been pronounced in 
favour of pious and sentimental consequences, as 
drawn from the words of Scripture for personal im- 
provement in holiness, and in favour of consequences 
drawn for the instruction of others in the perform- 
ance of duty, but against all consequences drawn 
from the sufficient warrants of God's will in holy 
writ, if they be intended to stop the mouths of the 
disputers of this world, the gainsay ers, false teach- 
ers, philosophers, heretics, apostates, and unbe- 
lievers. It appeared to me an error against Chris- 
tian truth to teach, that Scripture-consequences 
were the lawful and necessary results of man's 
application of his powers of thought and reason, 
in all matters and in all manners of questions, 
saving only and excepting those which relate to 
the faith of a Christian, its purity and soundness, 
its conformity or non-conformity with what is taught 
in Scripture, its consistency or inconsistency with the 
creed of the Universal Church from the beginning. 
It appeared an error against Qommon sense to insist, 
that consequences, however irrefragably drawn out of 
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the words of Scripture, put off their character of reU- 
gious truths, and put on that of Scholastic theology, 
as soon as ever they are found to operate in the way 
of proof for the refutation of what is heretical, or the 
confirmation of what is orthodox in human belief. 
The design of this distinction is obvious enough ; 
the only darkness which hangs over it is that 
which prevents the perception of its truth, justice, 
and reasonableness. So to speak and teach, as to 
lead the reader to the conclusion, that Scripture- 
consequences are vahd for the settlement of things 
to be done, but not for the verification of things to 
be believed ; that they are obligatory and authori- 
tative upon conscience for the determination of what 
is right and wrong on a question of practical duty, 
but not for the e:tplication and statement of what 
is true or false upon a point of doctrine, appears 
to be drawing a line of demarcation between the 
legitimacy and illegitimacy of Scripture-conse- 
quences as arbitrarily as any which is to be found 
in the annals of papal policy, or in the chapters of 
that casuistry which is worse than papal. 

But that I may not be chargeable with misrepre- 
sentation, I shall set forth Dr. Hampden's doctrine 
upon the subject of Scripture-consequences, as it is 
developed in the Bampton Lectures, and in the 
Observations upon Religious Dissent. 

The principle, ** That whatever is logically de- 
ducible in the way of consequence from any given 
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divine truth, is true/' is at some length denied and 
controverted in the eighth of the Bampton Lectures. 
In the second, p. 54. we find the following observ- 
ations. 

" If it be enquired, then, why a logical theology 
should be injurious to the cause of Christian truth, 
we must seek an account of the case not in the 
association of any particular truths of human reason 
with those of all revelation, but in the simple fact 
of the irrelevance of all deduction of consequences 
to the establishment of religious doctrine .... and 
though this kind of knowledge is abundantly in- 
structive to us in point of sentiment and action, 
(teaches us both how to feel and act towards God^. . . 
it is altogether inadequate in point of* science. ..." 

But these views are more fully developed and 
more practically applied in the Observations on 
Religious Dissent, p. 12. 

'' 1 do not niean that no right conclusions 
whatever result from truths of Scripture; but I 
confine the assertion to intellectual or speculative 
or theological truth as distinct from moral. Moral 
arguments there are in abundance from every 
page and passage in Scripture. Every intimation 
the holy Spirit conveyed by the word of God 
is in its strict and proper application an appeal 

* But it is altogether adequate for conclusions de Jide, i. e. 
for the verification of the Divine will by sufficient evidence 
upon any particular doctrine. Ed. 



Xlll 



to the heart of man, and each such appeal is 
an argument and incitement to duty. Take, for 
instance, the truth of the resurrection. Here is at 
once a truth, from which innumerable precepts of 
duty relating to the whole of the present life may 
be deduced. Nor again have I any thought of eix- 
cluding mere historical inferences, inferences such 
as would be drawn from any other authentic docu- 
ments of history. It is then the intellectual, specu- 
lative, or theological conclusions, (by whichever of 
these names the class may be best signified,) to 
which my objection applies.^^ 

'' But it will be said. Are no conclusions from 
the sacred records to be drawn by human reason ? 
What then becomes of the theological interpreta- 
tion, that nothing is to be received as an article 
of faith but what may be read in Scripture, or may 
be proved thereby ? The latter part of this rule, it 
will be urged, is thus rendered a dead letter. If 
nothing can be argued from Scripture, or by argu- 
ment established as a truth of revelation, why is 
any thing referred to as capable of proof from 
Scripture? . . . ." 

'* I contend, that no conclusions of human reason- 
ing, however correctly deduced, however logically 
sound, are properly religious truths, are such as 
strictly and necessarily belong to the scheme of 
human salvation through Christ '^ 

'' It (the theological maxim referred to) is no 
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decision of the question, whether reasoning is to be 
employed or not in the estabUshment of doctrine ; 
it merely directs us to go to Scripture for every 
matter of religious debate. If the alleged point 
cannot be proved out of Scripture, it is no truth of 
revelation. It by no means follows, that what can 
be proved out of Scripture must therefore be truth 
of revelation." Observations, p. 9. 

These passages I think bear out the assertion, 
that Dr. Hampden does not reject all Scripture- 
consequences ; he approves of such as are moral and 
sentimental ; he decries and declaims against such 
only as are used for the proof of what is sound and 
scriptural and true on a point of doctrine, an article 
of faith, an allegation in an ancient creed or a national 
confession. These last are to be called Dialectical, 
Logical, Theoretic, Speculative, Scholastic, however 
just and true, reasonable and scriptural, they may 
be in themselves. 

The following treatises will shew, that the dis- 
tinction is without any foundation in Scripture or 
Reason. Without Scripture-consequences it is im- 
possible to prove and establish what is right, refute 
and condemn what is wrong, in controversies of faith, 
and places the iniidel and heretic upon the same 
footing with the believer and the orthodox as to 
the truth or falsehood of their tenets. 

I have only farther to observe upon the origin of 
this sort of argument, that in every period of the 
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Christian Church, the subject has been considered 
of sufficient importance to engage the attention of 
all who were desirous of proving the universal 
profitableness of Scripture for doctrine, in order 
to vindicate the use and application of Scripture- 
consequences for the refutation of heretical and er- 
roneous opinions. The Lecturer, in his Observations 
on Religious Dissent, p. 3, is manifestly wrong in 
supposing that his argument is the first upon the 
subject, as will appear from the perusal of these 
Tracts on Scripture-consequences. I believe it has 
the unenviable distinction of being the first argu- 
ment ever written by a minister or member of our 
Scriptural and Apostolic Church, or of any other 
conununity calling itself a Christian Church, against 
the validity of Scripture-consequences to settle and 
determine controversies of faith, and to distinguish 
denied truths from asserted errors by positive or 
negative statements, as the case may require''. 

I may be permitted to add, that in 1825 and 
1826, I discussed this subject in some Sermons, 
delivered consecutively at St. Mary's in my turns 
as one of the Preachers of those years. I refer to 
the fact simply for the purpose of accounting for 
the strong language in which I have uniformly 

* The Socinian Hoadfey's Sermon '' Of contending for the 
faith'* 18 no exception ; for he admits, " that the just conse- 
quences from any truth are certainly equally true with that 
truth from which they follow." P. 714. vol. iii. Works. 
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condemned the dogmatism of Dr. Hampden's dis- 
tinction between Scripture-consequences, and for the 
earliness, I believe I may say the priority, of my 
design of controverting it. 

The Almighty has been pleased so to reveal his 
will in the written words of his wisdom and mercy, 
as to have enabled all to come to the knowledge of 
it, whose understandings have been properly pre- 
pared by intellectual discipline, and whose hearts 
have been rightly disposed by the cooperation of 
divine grace with natural wishes and inclinations. 

Whether the Scriptures be searched for the 
exercise of personal piety in a case of conscience, 
or for the enucleation of a social dutv — whether 
the subject-matter of the search be the special 
governing principle of some particular duty, or 
a point of doctrine which, though not its direct 
and immediate spring and principle, is closely 
connected with it, (as is the case with each of the 
mysterious verities revealed by redeeming love, 
the Trinity in Unity, the Preexistence and In- 
carnation of our Saviour^ the Duality of Natures 
and Unity of Person in Christ, and all the other 
fundamentals in the order and economy of the 
Trinitarian truths, every one of which has a real 
bearing on every duty, and is in nature and quality 
practical,) — whether the Scriptures be searched 
for the verification of points essential, or of 
matters of comparative indifference, for the defence 
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of articles of faith, or rules of Church-government 
and discipline, for temporal or eternal, spiritual or 
secular, civil or religious purposes — it is still in- 
sisted, that in each and all of these uses and appli- 
cations of Scripture-consequences, the result (if the 
thing be rightly deduced and concluded, and if 
it be not so, it is an inconsequence and not a 
consequence) is a religious truth, a truth, which 
Mr. Davison, with his usual felicity of expression, 
represents, (when speaking of our Saviour's deduc- 
tion from '* I am the God of Abraham, the God of 
Isaac, the God of Jacob,") as a matter lying in its 
elements of proof. (P. 169. Discourses on Prophecy.) 
To say, that what may be proved and concluded 
out of the sufficient warrants of holy writ by 
necessary consequence is no truth of revelation, is 
to rob the weak brother of the means of his be- 
coming strong, by compelling him to live on milk 
when he is able to bear much stronger food ; it is to 
deprive those who are powerful in the Scriptures of 
the sinews of their strength, and their two-edged 
sword, and all their other weapons of offensive and 
defensive warfare against the errors and heresies 
which an evil heart of unbelief, or an unwillingness 
to do the will of God, may set in array against the 
doctrinal power and profitableness of Scripture ; it 
is to take away from the teacher the materials of 
his lessons, and from the apologist the grounds of 
bis argument ; and from the Church of Christ, the 

b 
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means provided by Divine wisdom for the security 
and protection of that sacred deposit, which has been 
entrusted to her care. Against all such misre- 
presentations of the didactic and controversial, the 
positive and negative uses of the textuary evidences 
or warrants of God's revealed will, I think it right 
to oppose the judgments of every teacher of the 
truth in ancient or modern times, at home or abroad^ 
of the Church of England or the foreign reformed 
Churches. Some of them I shall subjoin, as autho- 
rities which concur with arguments in the condemna- 
tion of Dr. Hampden's neology on this subject. 

I am aware of the deep devotion with which men 
are for the most part ready, in the present day, to 
fall down and worship the idols of their own private 
opinions. I am aware too of that renitency of 
spirit which makes them fly off, as from a thing 
intended to fetter their independence, from wt^at- 
ever carries upon its face the stamp of authority, 
whether it be the authority of Church or Scripture, 
of antiquity or of universality of belief, of Creeds 
or Confessions, Fathers or Councils, rulers or 
elders, pastors or teachers. If once the thing pro- 
posed (be it article of faith or rule of action, rite or 
ceremony, point of doctrine or discipline, worship 
or government) be discovered to have some in^press 
of authority about it, it at once awakens all the 
repugnancies which have been generated, even in 
reasonable minds, by the spirit of the times. It is 
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the same with the pronounced judgments of the 
wise and good of former years. If cited as au^r 
thorities, they are despised ; and what makes this 
contempt so contemptible is, that they are despised 
by men inferior to them in every particular of 
wisdom, probity, piety, and talent. 

In spite of these aversions, mpral and intellectual, 
I shall append the authorities of Hooker, Jackson, 
Laud, Chillingworth, Stillingfleet, Burnet, Sherlock, 
Dr. Wilson, Bishop of Calcutta^ Dr. Sumner, 
Bishop of Chester, and finally of the Regius Pro- 
fessor of Divinity in Oxford one hundred years ago. 
Dr. John Potter. 

^* Whom Qod hath endued with principal 
gifts to aspire unto knowledge, whose exercises, 
labours, and divine studies he hath so blest, that 
the worldjcibr their great and rare skill that way, 
bath them in singular admiration ; may we reject 
iheir judgments as being utterly of no moment? 
For mine own part, I dare not so lightly esteem of 
the Church, and of the principal pillars therein." 
Hooker, book ii. $. 7. 

Hooker. 

'* Neither can I find that men of soundest judg- 
ment have any otherwise taught than that articles 
of belief and things which all men must do to the 
end they may be saved, are either expressly set 
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down in Scripture, or else plainly thereby to be 
gathered." Book iii. ^. 10. 

' ' It hath been told them, that matters of faith, and 
in general matters necessary to salvation .... are 
necessary to be expressly contained in the word of 
God, or else manifestly collected out of the same.'* 
Book iii..$. 2. 

" Although Scripture be of God, and therefore 
the proof which is taken from thence must needs 
be of all other most invincible, yet this strength it 
hath not, unless it avouch the self-same thing for 
which it is brought. If there be undeniable appear- 
ance that so it doth, or reason, such as cannot 
deceive, then Scripture-proof (no doubt) in strength 
and value exceedethall." Book ii. $. 7. 

'* The word of Grod is, in respect of the end for 
which God ordained it, perfect, exact, and absolute 
in itself. We do not add reason as a supplement of 
any maim, or defect therein, but as a necessary 
instrument without which we could not reap by the 
Scriptures' perfection that fruit and benefit which 
it yieldeth." Book iii. $. 8. 

** Exclude the use of natural reasoning about 
the sense of Holy Scripture concerning the articles 
of faith, and then, that the Scripture doth concern 
the articles of our faith, who can assure us? That 
which by right exposition buildeth us in Christian 
faith, being misconstrued breedeth error ; between 
true and false construction, the difference reason 
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must shew. Cau Christian roen perform that 
which Peter requireth at their hands? Is it possible 
they should both believe, and be able, without the 
use of reason, to render a reason of their belief, a 
reason sound and sufficient to answer them that 
demand it, be they of the same faith or enemies 
thereto? May we cause our faith without reason 
to appear reasonable in the eyes of men?" Book 
iii. $. 8. 

Jackson. 

'' Between Sciences properly so called and the 
faculty of Divinity, this is the only difference. 
The principles or maxims of Sciences properly so 
called may be rightly conceived and fully assented 
to by mere light of nature, without such assistance 
or illumindtion of the Spirit as Christ has promised 
his Church, and without which no principles of faith, 
though expressly contained in Scripture, can be 
rightly conceived, much less firmly believed. So 
that the conclusions of arts and sciences may by 
light of nature be absolutely known, whereas those 
conclusions of faith, whose connection with the 
principles of faith expressly contained in Scripture 
is as clear and demonstratively evident to reason 
not enlightened by the Spirit as any connection 
between scientifical conclusions and their principles, 
cannot however be absolutely known, and firmly 
believed, without the assistance of the Spirit ; because 
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the principles whence they are deduced cannot, by 
reason unsanctified, or not enlightened, be absolutely 
known or assented unto." See the Treatise on the 
Holy Catholic Faith and Church, by Dr. Thomas 
Jackson, President of C.C.C. chapter 23. (Works, 
vol. iii. p. 895.) 



Chillingworth. Religion of Protestants, 4to. 

Ed. 1687. 

** Though by passion, or precipitation, or pre- 
judice, by want of reason or not using that they 
have, men may and are oftentimes led into error 
and mischief, yet they cannot be misguided by 
discourse, truly so called. For what is discourse 
but drawing conclusions out of premises by good 
consequences ? Now the principles wlttbh we have 
settled, to wit, the Scriptures, are on all sides 
agreed to be infallibly true, and you have told us 
in the fourth chapter of this pamphlet, that from 
truth no man can by good consequences infer false^ 
hood. Therefore by discourse no man can possibly 
be led into error; but if he err in his conclusions, he 
must of necessity either err in his principles, (which 
here cannot take place,) or commit some error in 
hid discourse: which is indeed not to discourse, 
but to seem to do so.** P. 10. 

" You (the Jesuit) desire us .... to set down 
distinctly th ose innumerous millions of negative 
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and positive consequences which may be evidently 
deduced from the Bible ; for these, we say, Grod 
hath revealed." . P. 231. 

*• There is a rule of faith (the Scriptures) whereby 
controversies may be decided .... Notwithstanding 
any opinion I hold touching faith or any thing 
else, I may and do believe them, as firmly as you 
pretend to do ; and therefore you may build on in 
God^s name, for, by God^s help, I shall always 
embrace whatsoever structure is naturally and 
rationally laid upon them ; whatsoever conclusion 
may to my understanding be evidently deduced 
from them." P. 61. 



Laud. Conference with Fisher, foL Ed. 1686. 

** Scripftire being a principle, and every text of 
Scripture confessedly a principle among all Chris- 
tians, whereof no man desires farther proof, I would 
fain know why that which is plainly and appa- 
rently (that is, by direct consequence) proved out 
of Scripture, is not demonstratively proved ?" 
§. 15. No. 2. 

*' I thought, and do so still, it is enough to 
ground belief upon necessary consequence out of 
Scripture, as upon express text : and this I am sure 
of, that neither I nor any man else is bound to 
believe any thing as necessary to salvation, be it 
found in Councils, or Fathers, or where vou will, 
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if it be contrary to exjuress Scripture, or necessary 
consequence from it." §. 38. No. 3. 



Stillingfleet. a Rational Account of Grounds of 
Protestant Religion, foL Ed. 1665. 

"It is one thing for words to be expressly in 
Scripture, and another for doctrines to be so ; for 
these latter are no further expressly affirmed there, 
than as there is evidence, that the meaning of such 
words doth contain such a doctrine in them/' 
Part i. chap. 18. 

'' Will any man in his wits say, that he that 
believes the truth of the premises, is not hereby 
bound to believe the conclusions? And the more 
the one is involved in the other, the less is it 

a 

possible to make the obUgation to believe them 
distinct.^' Vol. iv. p. 647. Works. 

Burnet. 

" If," says Bishop Burnet, see Art. VI. ** what is 
contained in Scripture in express words is an object 
of faith, then it will follow, that whatsoever may be 
proved from thence by a just and lawful conse- 
quence, is also to be believed ; men may injdeed err 
in framing these consequences and deductions; they 
may mistake, or stretch them too far ; but though 
there is much sophistry in the worlds yet there is 



<0iBo true logic^ aod a certain thread of reasoaing. 
Whatsoever appears to be the dear sense of 
Scripture is an object of faith, though it should be 
otherwise expressed than it is in Scripture ; and 
every just inference from it must be as true as the 
proposition itself is." 



Sherlock. Short Summary of Controversies. 

** We make the Scripture the rule of our faith, 
yet we do not pretend to own no doctrine but what 
is contained in express words of Scripture. Our 
Church, in Art. VI. distinguishes between what is 
read in the Scripture, (that is, contained in express 
words there,) and what may be proved thereby, 
(that is, by plain and necessary consequence from 
what is eicpressly taught in Scripture;) and the 
true reason is this, that the Church of England 
teaches the sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures to 
salvation, which is the very title of this Article. 
All things necessary to be believed to salvation 
must be contained in express words in Scripture, 
or be proved thence by plain and evident conse- 
quence.*' P. 3. 

Dr. Wilson, Bishop of Calcutta. Evidences. 

'^ The whole Bible, the whole doctrine as stated 
IB the Bible, the whole bearing and influence 
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of the doctrine, the whole relative position of it as 
to other doctrines, all the inferences and deductions 
from it, must be sought for in the same divine 
records where the principle itself is revealed, in 
order to enable our statements to the high com- 
mendation of being scriptural and authoritative/^ 
Vol. ii. p. 510. 

Dr. Sumner, Bishop of Chester. Apostolical 

Preaching. 

"Where premises are ascertained beyond the 
reach of doubt, either by demonstration, or by 
admitted authority, they must indeed be taken with 
all their results; and the only question can be, 
whether the results spring necessarily from the 
premises." P. 188. 

I shall close my authorities by a translated 
extract from the Lectures of Dr. John Potter, 
Regius Professor of Divinity in Oxford. 

Abp. Potter. Pralectio XXma in Schold 

Theologia, Oxon. 

" We are bound to believe and to do many 
things which are not to be found in Scripture 
recorded in express words, but which are to be 
derived and deduced therefrom by the use and 
power of right reason. Whence it follows, that not 
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only is he to be deemed impious and heretical who 
refuses to do or believe the things which the 
Scriptures directly and openly require to be done 
and believed, but he also, who in like manned 
refuses to do or believe the things which flow from 
the rightly-understood sense and meaning of the 
words of holy writ, and which, by the exercise of a 
right judgment, may be perceived to follow from 
them. For instance, we no where find it written in 
express words, that the Son is Conmbstantial with 
the Father^ or that Infants ought to be brought to 
Baptism to be regenerated; but though we no where 
find it so written, the sacred writers have so declared 
the Divine will in many places upon these subjects^ 
as necessarily to lead us to the conclusion , that it 
is our duty to hold this point of faith and this divine 
institution, if we would consult and provide for our 
eternal salvation, and with just as much certainty 
of belief, as if we had it in our power to produce 
the very words, and syllables, by which this truth 
and this duty are wont to be expressed and repre- 
sented. For he who admits principles, must neces- 
sarily admit the consequences which arise out of 
them. It is so in the sciences, and why not in 
religion ? He who shall have given and granted 
the principles of those sciences, is understood to 
have admitted also all the certainties and all the 
realities deducible from them ; and so it should be 
with respect to scriptural premises. 
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' ^ But as almost all who oppose us upon this point 
are followers of Arius and other heretics, and are 
naturally fearful of all reasoning and argument, if 
grounded upon the declarations of Scripture, it is 
worth while to hear what Socinus himself has said 
of them, for they cannot complain of him as of one 
willing to speak of them injuriously. 

" * *It is my judgment, (says Socinus,) that 
whatever may be so clearly proved by ratiocination 
and consequences, that the understanding neces- 
sarily acquiesce therein, whether the thing be or 
be not expressly declared, it is to be believed, 
received, and retained. The man who in con- 
troversies of faith refuses to admit good reasons 
and right consequences from the word of God, or 
who pretends to despise them, is to be considered 
distrustful of his own cause, and apprehensive that 
h^ may be proved to be in the wrong. 

. ** ' It is held to be sufficient by every lover of truth, 
diat the matter in question be proved by reasons, 
warrants, or testimonies of Scripture, although 
the very words which are set forth in the enun- 
ciation of the doctrinal point be not to be found 
individually recorded upon the sacred page. 

** • Let us therefore leave off these puerilities ; let 
us no longer adopt such frivolous and sophistic 
methods. But let us, on the contrary, act like men, 

> '* Responsio ad Fr. Davidis Scriptum de inyocando 
Christo, cap. i. (See Socini Op. vol. ii. p. 778.) 
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and pursue those courses of argument which are 
most solid, and best supported by truth and rea* 
sonb.' '' 

The Professor, after citing these words of Sodnus^ 
thus concludes his observations upon Scripture* 
ccHisequences. 

** I have thought it best to give the whole extract, 
though it be somewhat long. Because the words 
of Socinus most fully and clearly expose and refute 
the thoughtless and most senseless rashness (incon« 
siderata ac dementissiroa temeritas) of his own sect, 
and of others of the same sort, who, despising 
Scripture proofs and arguments, childishly adhere to 
the words and letters of Scripture." Op. tom. iii. 
p. 299. 

Such are the authorities which I oppose '^ to the 
simple fact of the irrelevance of all deduction oi 
consequences to the establishment of religious doc- 
trine,'^ (Observations on Religious Dissent, p. 12.) 
and to the theological dogma, '* that no conclu* 
sions of human reasoning, however correctly de^ 
duced, however logically sound, are properly reli- 
gious truths." lb. p. 9. 

Having considered these positions as the prin- 
cipia principiata of Dr. Hampden's antiscriptural 

^ *' Quare desinamus, haec puerilia, et inania, atque Sophia- 
tica consectari, et quee viris digna, et solidissima, ac Terissima 
sunt persequamur, 
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theory, I have selected them for special consider- 
ation; and greatly would it serve the cause of 
Christian truth, and promote those great ends of 
Academic education, which our charters propose 
to the student^s diUgence and the teacher's am- 
bition, if Dr, Hampden's dangerous theories were 
made the subjects of separate consideration, and 
each were surveyed scholastically, that is, exactly 
in its nature, largely in its relations, and pro- 
foundly in its principles. It was thus that the 
Divines of the Church of England, upon two great 
occasions, and on two fields of controversy widely 
separated from each other, manifested at once the 
promptitude of their knowledge and the heroism of 
their faith. Look to the overwhelming arguments, 
set in array against the mischiefs and malignities 
of popish error, in that noble effort of combined 
talents and systematic disquisitions, ' ^ the Preserva- 
tive against Popery/^ Look to the names of the 
allies in this sacred confederacy, and to the course 
and order and subjects of their treatises : and the 
admirable method and management of that contro- 
versy will furnish valuable suggestions upon the 
present occasion. But if these precedents, or rather 
models, be not sufficient to determine the judgment 
upon the usefulness of dividing and disentangling 
complicated errors, and making each the subject of 
separate discussion, recourse may be had for farther 
evidence to the twenty-four treatises which form 
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the three volumes of what have been called the 
London cases; and as in the former alliance the 
joint endeavour was to oppose the inroads of 
Popery, so was it in this second alliance the 
common object separately to consider the grounds 
of ReUgious Dissent, and to leave none of those 
topics unexamined, which the weak or the wilful of 
the Dissenting Brethren have been wont to urge 
against the rites, ceremonies, ministrations, disci- 
pline, and government of our Church. 

The licentiousness of Rationalism in the pre- 
sent day demands the like application of combined 
studies, the like decomposition of its mischievous 
ingredients, and analysis of each particular by 
individual investigation. And justice will not be 
done to the cause of truth, nor provision made for 
the integrity of Theological education, except the 
portentous allegations of Dr. Hampden be sepa- 
rately exhibited and examined, refuted and con- 
demned. 



INTRODUCTION. 



Before I submit to the reader the following 
testimonies of the Fathers, I must point out the 
manifest injustice which has been done to their 
memories, or rather to their reUgious and Christian 
characters as vindicators of Divine truth, by charg- 
ing them with Scholasticism, and by bringing the 
like charge against the Canons or Decrees which 
were the results of their deliberations, and against 
those mysterious verities which they had so faith- 
fully' explicated from the sacred page, and 
asserted against the heresies which had called 
them forth. In the Fathers, and in their clear 
and strong appeals to the internal power and 
doctrinal profitableness of Scripture, and to those 
* reaUties of sacred truth which lay within its bosom, 
we see much of the natural logic of common sense, 
and much of the honest rhetoric of pious feeUng, 
and much of the energetic pleading of indignant 
virtue ; but as to that Scholasticism, which, as a 
term of disgrace and disparagement, Dr. Hampden 
has bestowed not upon the Fathers alone, but 
upon all those whom he wishes to degrade, and 
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upon every thing which he seeks to depreciate, 
where is it to be found, either in them or in their 
methods of argument or in their concluded truths ? 
Where, among the witnesses or defenders of 
Christian doctrine in the pure ages of anti- 
quity, are we to find any traces of that frigid 
subtlety, which in after times chilled the current of 
piety, whilst it stimulated the intellect to a sort of 
feverish and preternatural activity? where are we 
to find that morbid acuteness of perception, and 
those overactive powers of discrimination, which 
made men disregard the higher offices and nobler 
efforts of the understanding, that an elaborate 
exactness might be superinduced upon thought and 
language? Scholasticism as such, that is, as it 
existed and is known under that name, is easily 
detected ; the formalities of the School carry 
their own evidences along with them; the 
dialectical phrase — the jealous watchfulness over 
the boundaries of expression — ^the practice of di- 
viding and subdividing the subject-matter with 
almost endless partitions — the methodizing and 
arranging these created subtleties with an 
affectation of systematic regularity — and, above 
all, a blind devotion to some seraphic or an- 
gelic, invincible or illuminated. Doctor— these are 
some of the evidences which make Scholasticism 
manifest ; and where are we to find them upon 
the pages of any writer of true Catholic Antiquity ? 



or rather, how is it possible that they should be 
found there? how could it be expected, without 
the strangest perversion of thought, that the pecu* 
liarities of the Schoolmen should be found in 
writings about 700 years antecedent to their rise and 
origin ? or how, without the most perverse misuse 
of words, can Scholasticism be applied as a dis-^ 
tinctive • denomination to writings and reasonings, 
books and authors, precepts and principles, in 
existence so long before Schoolmen were known to 
the Christian world ? Dr. Hampden seems to have 
been sensible of this anachronism, and to have sought 
for something to justify, or at least excuse it, by 
citing the preface to Salvianus, who wrote A. D. 
484. But what does Scholasticus mean in the sense 
in which it is there used? It is coupled with disertus^ 
which at once supplies its meaning, and proves its 
irrelevancy as an authority for this early attribution 
of the term. The Scholasticus in Salvian's time 
erred) not through an excessive devotion to dia- 
lectical but rhetorical artifices ; he was the wordy 
declaimer in the Forum ; the practised pleader, 
the venal advocate \ True it is, that Dr. Hampden 
has fairly stated its original sense ; but still, by his 

* Scholastici vero hominis nomen nou iDtelligiiur, qui 
Romanis vocatus est Scholasticus, says Bruckcr in fixing the 
date of the Scholastic age. Schoiasticorum natio eos com* 
prehendit philosophos, et theologos qui a saeculo XII. Usque 
ad seculi XVI. initia floruerunt. 
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citation of it, he has shewn that he could find 
nothing better to give in the way of precedent, to 
bear him out in his misuse and misapplication 
of the word. As for its serviceableness for such 
a purpose, he might just as well have quoted 
Quintilian, Pliny, or Suetonius, whose authorities, 
like that of Salvian, whilst they prove the use of 
the term in the schools of rhetoric, contradict 
and condemn, rather than justify and support, the 
assignment of it to men and things charged with 
the subtleties of School Divinity. 

But it may be said, though the name did not 
exist, the thing might have existed. To this 
the reply is obvious, that till Peter of Lombardy, 
who died in 1164, had made his collection of 
Sentences from the Latin, or rather till John of 
Damascus, who died in 760, had made his col- 
lection from the Greek Fathers, Scholasticism, as 
a system of theological philosophy, was without 
the elements of its being. True it is, that some of 
its historiographers, especially such as were Scho- 
lastics themselves, have been ambitious of a more 
ancient origin. But Cave, in his preface or con- 
spectus to the Scholastic age, informs us, that its 
seeds were first sown in the preceding or Wal- 
densian age, which began A. D. 1100, but that 
it took deep root after, A. D. 1200. Berriman, 
in his Historical Account of the Trinitarian Con- 
troversy, says, ** It was about the middle of the 



twelfth century that Peter Lombard introduced the 
method of Scholastic divinity, and split his system 
into such refined and curious speculations, as fur- 
nished out the ground- work for those many and 
intricate perplexities, which employed the thoughts 
and study of the Schoolmen that succeeded him/* 
And even Priestley, upon this matter, takes a cor- 
recter view than the Lecturer, for he distinctly 
recognizes the date of Peter Lombard's Sentences 
as the true beginning of Scholastic theology. The 
Socinian historiographer of the Corruptions of 
Christianity very honestly agrees with the orthodox, 
as to its real date. 

But whilst on the one side the judgments of all, 
but those who have some end to answer by ante- 
dating the Scholastic age, concur in fixing its 
beginning^ the twelfth or thirteenth century, so 
it is equally true, that most of those who have had 
some design to promote, have been unsuccessfully 
studious in their search after evidence to warrant 
such a retro-cession of the Scholastic age, as to 
make it embrace the first centuries of the Church, 
when the Christian faith was professed in all 
Scriptural purity, asserted with apostolic boldness, 
and vindicated with an entire devotion to the war- 
rants of God's word, as evidences of the truth of 
the universal belief. 

It is not now, for the first time, that the Catholic 
Statements of the Trinitarian truths have been 



called Scholastic. It has been the frequent prac- 
tice of infidels and heretics to call them so ; for 
it has always been their object, by means of 
this anachronism, to blend together and confound 
things, both in the principles of their nature and 
in the dates of their existence, perfectly distinct ; 
for they wished the world to believe, that what wise 
and holy men in the first ages of the Church had 
by natural reason, under Christian faith, gathered 
out of the sure warrants of Scripture for the silenc- 
ing of the gainsayer and the confirmation of the 
ancient faith, was to be viewed in no other light than, 
as the mere inventions of man, things concocted 
by logical dexterity out of the dregs of heathen 
philosophy, and imposed by political intrigue upon 
the credulity of the Christian world. With per- 
sons disposed to misrepresent those grdsf practical 
principles, which the Scriptures by necessary con- 
sequence administered to the necessities of assailed 
and insulted truth, it has always been the practice 
to call all the explications and statements of the 
Trinitarian doctrines which heresy had made neces- 
sary, Scholastic. With them the Athanasian Creed 
is Scholastic, so is the Nicene; and the more ancient 
symbol has probably been saved from the like 
imputation for no other reason, than because it 
would have appeared inconsistent with its Apostolic 
name. If we go to the writers of the Socinian 
or the A rminio- Socinian Schools, to Episcopius 



aod Curcellseus, and the rest, we shall soon perr 
cei ve, with what volutnlity • they abuse the thingB 
they hate, by calling them Scholastic. The same 
was the <;ourse pursued by the author of the Naked 
Gospel in 1675, whose book met. with an ignoble 
fate in the Quadrangle of the Schools. He too, at 
p^6i» sought to make the world believe, that School 
Divinity, or Scholasticism, produced the doctrinal 
allegations. respecting the blessed Trinity; to which 
it was answered by Bishop Gunning in 1676, '* and 
now. a mighty heat is struck upon the sudden 
against School Divinity as the greatest plague to 
Christian Religion ; in which career our author, to 
shew his learning, tells us, that the School of Ale:£- 
andria was the first Divinity School he reads of. 
He might have better told us of the School of on^ 
Tyrannus; where St. Paul read his Lectures. Cer- 
tainly the angelical, irrefragable, the subtile and 
most founded Doctors would have been very proud 
of such antiquity as the age of Pantasnus;' But 
Peter Lombard, it is likely, would not have taken it 
well to be robbed of his Mastership, and to be mfide 
an usher, nay, a school-boy, to Pantaanus." The 
Bishop then goes on to prove, that Dr. A. B, the 
author of the Naked Gospel, is mistaken in bis 
notion of the Alexandrian School, shewing, from 
£usebius, that it was a School of the Holy Scriptures, 
{Mxa-xaXsiio? rm 2s^y xiytiiv,) that it was celebrated 
for men powerful in the word, and in their study 
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and knowledge of things divine ; and from Jerome, 
that it was a Catechetical School. 

This delusive practice of antedating Scholas- 
ticism had become so common with those 
who wished to depi*eciate the declarations of the 
primitive Church upon the Trinitarian truths, that 
the illustrious Waterland observed in his time, 
(Works, vol. V. p. 53.) ** that the imputation of 
Scholastic subtleties is one which the adversaries 
to the Christian faith have eagerly laid hold on, 
and often invidiously charged upon the Trinitarians 
at large, though nothing can be more false or 
injurious." One of the Socinian writers in the 
Theological Repository, (vol. ii. p. 452.) sets forth 
those doctrines which he calls adventitious, and forged 
in the dark ages of scholastic and metaphysic jargon, 
of which the first is the Trinity in Unity ; he then 
goes on to enumerate other Scholasticisms, such as 
the necessity of vicarious punishment, satisfaction 
to Divine justice, imputation of Adam's sin to all 
his posterity, original corruption of our nature, 
imputation of Christ's righteousness. 

But, unfortunately, this is not the worst company 
which they fall into, who seek to depreciate those 
realities of Scriptural truth, which the primitive 
Church asserted against the impugners of the holy 
Trinity, by calling them Scholastic. For they find 
themselves, by reason of their common use of this 
false and injurious denomination, associated with 



individuals even less worthy of their compsiny than 
the Socinian. Hume, with an obvions reference to 
the Trinitarian verities, says, in his Natural History 
of Religion, (p. 425. vol, ii. Essays,) ** Philosophy 
is apt to incorporate itself with such a system of 
Theology • ... all popular Theology, especially 
the ScholasHc, has a kind of appetite for absurdity 
and contradiction.^^ 

Morgan, another infidel who has attained a dis^ 
graceful celebrity upon the pages of Leland, says, 
that ** the unity of God had been ever thought a 
principle very plain and intelligible, and obvious 
enough to the common sense and reason of man- 
kind, till certain refiners upon St. Paul and the 
Scriptures took it into a system of School Divinity, 
and then the Christian doctrines, by the help of 
Pagan metaphysics, were thrown into darkness and 
confusion, the Creed- makers found that they had 
a profitable trade .... by turning the Articles of 
faith into unintelligible inexplicable mysteries, 
which none but themselves could understand or 
explain." (P. 43. the last of Morgan's Tracts.) 

In his tract in answer to Sir Richard Blackmore, 
he insists, (p. 29.) *' that this honourable and worthy 
gentleman has thought fit to lay the whole stress 
of his cause upon .... a particular Scholastic 
hypothesis," (meaning the Athanasian Creed.) 

In his letter to Mr. Cumming, (p. 94.) he makes 
the like reference, when he says, that '^ men are 
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not to be bubbled out of their rights and senses 
by any learned Scholastic jargon." 

But the unfortunate resemblance between Mor- 
gan's language and that of the Lecturer may be 
perceived on another subject. In a letter to the Rer. 
John Gumming, occasioned by his '' Dissertation 
concerning the Authority of Scripture Conse- 
quences," (a dissertation to which Waterland refers 
(see Works, vol. v. p. 126.) as to the work of one 
who has very fully and soUdly treated this argument, 
and which, in an abridged form, is slppended to the 
present volume^) Morgan writes as follows ; ** that 
the mind of man in this act of rational deduction 
or inference must be confined wholly to principles 
of reason as contradistinct from matters of laith, 
or such propositions as must depend entirely as 
to us upon testimony ; and that no proposition 
or truth, as a matter of faith, can be derived by 
any rational deduction or inference whatever from 
any other proposition or principle of the same 
kind ;" '' it is impossible in any case, by any 
reasoning whatever, to draw distinct revealed con- 
sequences or conclusions from revealed principles." 
*.* All doctrines of this nature, containing facts 
and positive institutions depending wholly- upon 
testimony, must be independent of each other, and 
can have nb necessary connexion or relaticm among 
themselves in the prior nature and reason of things 
Vi . .. smd no consequences or deductions of fcuman 
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reason whatever can make it otherwise." At 
p. 21, he is very severe '' against the orthodoxy 
of sounds without ideas ;" and at p. 65, against 
*' fallible uninspired men making new revelations ;" 
in short, the whole treatise is directed against the 
lawfulness of making the word of God that rule of 
faith and manners which it was intended to be, by 
making it profitable for doctrine. 

With respect to the extracts subjoined, it is to be 
observed, that two of the three tracts by Theodoret 
(the 16th and 23d) were considered by Monsieur 
Daill6 of such importance to his argument against 
those who were called the New Methodists, (having 
adopted the French Jesuit Veron's new method of 
arguing with Protestants, by calling upon them for 
express declarations of Scripture, to prove each of 
those negative articles which Popish errors had made 
it necessary to draw up,) that he appended them to 
his work *' De Pidei ex Scripturis demonstratione.'' 
It is rather remarkable, that he omitted the ninth 
of these tracts ; because it is equally corroborative 
of the practice of the pure ages of antiquity, as to 
the use of Scripture-consequences. 

But where shall we find in these extracts from 
the Fathers (and the question might be generally 
extended to their works in all their fulness and 
integrity) any signs of the Scholastic spirit, properly 
so called? Waving the anachronism involved in 
the imputation, I ask, where can we discover any 
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of these methods ? Instead of Scholasticism wkfa 
all its quibbling'' distinctions, elaborate inanities, 
and ostentatious dexterity, we have good sense, 
just discrimination, and powerful discourse, applied 
with promptitude, and enforced in language, which 
seems to disdain the arts of the sophist, and is only 
saved from the charge of being rhetorically eloquent, 
by the natural energy of its character, and the ho^ 
nest simplicity of its style. Instead of expressions 
pared down by the prunings of dialectical skill, to 
suit the exact dimensions of points in controversy, 
we have a large and manly utterance of thought, safe 
because honest, and sure because reasonable, but 
betraying none of the jealous watchfulness of the 
Schoolman over the form and force of his syllogisms, 
the gage and measurement of his words and propo- 
sitions. 

As long as this charge remains in its present shape, 
it will be sufficient to answer, that if there be any 
one feature more prominent than another in the 
intellectual and moral characters of the Fathers of 
pure antiquity, and in the style of their writings, 
it is their abhorrence of those methods which were 

* By what I have been led to observe upon Scholasticism, I 
do not wish to derogate from the important services rendered 
by the writings of some of the Schoolmen to the cause of the 
Reformation, especially when appealed to in the fearful 
struggle against the innovations of the Tridentine Council, as 
witnesses to the universal deference paid to Scripture before 
Tradition had been decreed to be equal to it. 
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adopted by the Schoolmeu seven centuries after- 
wards. Their indignation was continually breaking 
out into protests against the use of those subtleties, 
in which the Heretic found his surest retreat. 

What (says Jerome, in a dialogue against the 
Pelagians) has Aristotle in common with Paul, or 
Plato with Peter, or Philosophy with Church-sim- 
plicity ? A strong declaration of Gregory of Nazi- 
anzuro against these methods is cited (p. 432.) in 
the notes to the Bampton Lectures. Another occurs 
in the second volume of the Reliquia SacrtB; (p. 10.) 
** they (the Heretics) have dared to adulterate 
holy writ, and reject the rule of primitive faith ; 
they have not known Christ, never searching the 
Divine Scriptures, but laboriously occupied upon 
the discovery of the right form of Syllogism for 
the establishment of their impious and heretical 
positions.^' 

But not to multiply instances, let the poet's 
representation of his hatred and contempt of such 
sophistry be taken as the general sense of the 
orthodox. 

Vaa captiosis Sycopbantarum strophis, 

Vae versipelli astutise. 
Fidem minutis dissecant ambagibus, 

Ut quisque lingua nequior ; 
Solyunt, ligantque quaestionum Vincula, 

Per Syllogismos plectiles. 

Such are the animadversions of Prudentius, (A.D. 
392.) in his poem de Reprehensione Infidelium. 
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Such and similar denunciations against sopbi&tical 
artifices' abound upon the pages of these high prin- 
cipled teachers and defenders of the faith deliveired 
to the saints; and as long as it is right in reason 
and fair in justice to call persons and things by 
names significant of what is true and real, and not 
of what is false and pretended, the name of Scho- 
lastic must be deemed perfectly inapplicable to the 
words and works of the Fathers ; they should 
rather bekr a denomination of an opposite import, 
one that should best express their studious rejection 
of the artifices of the sophist in thdr days, and of 
the Schoolmen who lived in after times. That 
the philosophers and sophists of antiquity were 
the patriarchs of Heretics, was an ancient ob* 
servation ; but it was reserved for the portehtous 
daring of modern theology to aflSrm, that orthodoxy 
rested upon the same foundation. 

Fortunately for the cause of truth, it is not 
the false attribution of the name which will make 
men or thingd Scholastic ; particularly when it 
comes to be discovered, that the object of the 
denomination is to lower them in the estimation of 
the world, and to destroy the value and validity of 
all doctrinal conclusions; and to subvert those 
foundation-truths of Christianity which were 
drawn out of the sufficient warrants of holy writ 
by the exact wisdom and studious piety of the 
Fathers, and which were incorporated into the 
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Confessions of the Church Catholic as principles of 
Christian faith and practice. Neither can it be 
ntiatter of surprise, that Dr. Hampden should have 
applied to the Fathers a term at once so un- 
reasonable and unjust, when it is borne in mind, 
that for the like purpose of disparagement, he has 
been pleased to represent Paul as a philosopher, 
and our Reformers as Scholastics. The Theologian, 
who, in the face of the Epistles to the Corinthians, 
Colossians, and Timothy, would venture to charge 
the Apostle with using philosophy^ the wisdom of 
this world, the science falsely so called — he who, with 
a like disregard to their strenuous contradictions, 
has thought proper to brand the Fathers of our 
Reformation with the stigma of Scholasticism, 
(although it is well known, that those holy men, 
without shutting their eyes against the light from 
whatever quarter the ray proceeded, made the 
word of God under divine grace the source of 
their illumination, and after that, the testimony 
of the whole ancient Church,) may be said to 
have acted consistently at least, in endeavouring 
to depreciate, by the like denomination, all that 
was written by the Fathers, and all that was done 
or decreed by Councils during the first five centuries 
after Christ, in the defence of Gospel truth, by 
calling both the defenders and their defences 
Scholastic. 



TESTIMONIES OF THE FATHERS, 



TO THE 



REASONABLENESS AND DUTY 



Of using the Consequences as well as express Declarations of 
Scripture, for the Refutation of Error and the Communication as 
well as Establishment of Truth. 



GREGORY OF NAZIANZUM. 

Fourth Century. 



Extract from the Thirty-seventh Oration of Gregory 
of Nazianzum against the Eunomians, in defence 
of the Godhead of the Holy Spirit^ being the fifth 
of the orations entitled Theologia. 

There is no small labour in this arguments not merely 
because the adversary, worsted and worn out by what was 
proved in support of the Son'^s divinity, sets himself against 
that of the Holy Spirit with fiercer opposition, (for with 
persons of their pravity life is scarcely a state of existence, 
if they be not wholly occupied in some sort of impiety,) 
but because we ourselves are nearly exhausted by the 
various matters which we have been obliged to defend 
by argument, and are almost reduced to the state of persons 
who by surfeit are made to loathe their food. For as 
they, after they have felt this nausea, find themselves 
indisposed to eat, so do we feel the like disinclination to 
partake of the food of fresh disputations, by reason of the 
dislike we feel upon entering again upon a task which we 
have so often performed. These men pretend to take it 
ill> that we introduce what they call a strange God, an 
unscriptural God, and vehemently do they contend for 
the letter of the written word. Let them know then, that 
they betray fear where there is no occasion for it ; they 
are to be told that their love of the letter is but a cloke of 
maliciousness, as we shall presently prove against them. 
As the Holy Ghost proceeds from the Father, he is not 
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created ; as he is not born, he is no Son. And in spite of 
your Syllogistic artifices, he manifests his Godhead with 
a force and conclusiveness far more powerful than the 
subtleties made use of to contradict or suppress it. But, say 
you, what is this procession of the Holy Spirit? 1 call upon 
you, who ask, to tell me what is the unbegotten nature, 
and I will forthwith enter upon the physical reasons 
of the Son's generation, and the procession of the Holy 
Spirit; and after we have both laboured in vain to 
look into these mysteries of the Divine nature, we shall 
find ourselves at length smitten as with madness for our 
intrusive boldness. And who are we that make the 
attempt ? Short-sighted explorers of God^s secrets ; men 
who are unable to give an account of the things we 
tread upon, and whose knowledge of numbers reaches not 
to the numeration of the sands of the shore, the drops 
of the shower, or the days which have passed away. How 
then can we descend into the depths of the Godhead, 
and give a reason for that which surpasses reason ? How 
can we declare that which defies the power of language ? 
What the Lord has revealed we use, what he has written 
we apply. 

But though in truth you are waging war with the letter 
of Scripture, you pretend to adhere to and embrace it. 
Take then these farther proofs from Scripture \^the orator 
here inserts his Scriptural testimonies']' But you are for 
ever returning to the same point you set out from, that 
the Deity of the Holy Ghost is not written down in 
Scripture in express terms. . . . But that the overflowings of 
your talkative impiety may be without excuse, and that 
you may not be encouraged to go on because the title of 
God has not been often given to the Holy Spirit directly 
by name, as it is to the Father and to the Son, we will 
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relieve you from the mischievous effects of your error, by 
entering a little into the consideration of the constitution 
and economy of Scripture in respect of words, and the 
things expressed by them. Know then that there are 
some things not in Scripture^ although (as far as words 
can make them) they may be said actually to be there ; 
and other things there are, which though they be not 
verbally enunciated, are nevertheless really in Scripture ; 
others too which are not in Scripture either one way or 
the other, that is, either verbally or really ; whilst, fourthly, 
there are som^ things which are both expressly de- 
clared, and which are found in the sacred volume 
to the very letter. You ask for proof. 1 will not be 
backward in the production of it. The Almighty is said to 
sleep, to watch, to feel anger, to walk, to have the cheru- 
bim for his throne ; but when was our heavenly Father 
ever subject to passion ? Who ever heard of the Deity 
being clothed with a corporeal form ? The things of God 
have, in these instances, been set forth in words, according 
to the power and compass of human language. 

Let us now proceed to our next partition of words 
and things. Whence have you drawn the materials of 
your stronghold in this argument? I mean, your words 
ayewiITOj, oivap^os (unbegotten and without beginning) ? 
and whence, too, have we our term aiavaros (immortal) ? 
Shew us these words expressly written; if you fail, 
we will both cast them away, or draw our pen across 
them as expressions not to be found in Scripture ; and so 
will it come to pass that you yourself will fall the first victim 
to your own hypothesis ; your great master-words will be 
wrested from your grasp ; those walls will be thrown down 
in which you have hitherto put your trust for retreat or 
safety. Is it not then evident, that these terms, though 
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they be not written in Scripture, are deduced, or derived 
from what is written ? But you will ask me to give some 
account of my third distribution of these matters, namely, 
that there are things which are neither in Scripture them- 
selves, nor are there any enunciations of them to be there 
discovered. They are such as imply things absurd, or 
express things impious ; such as the squareness of a sphere, 
the presentiality of time passed, the defectiveness of the 
divine attributes, and the uncompounded nature of man. 
It remains in the last place that I produce instances of 
things which answer the two conditions of actually being, 
and of being said to be in Scripture,. God is there, and 
so he is said to be : there too is his holy will; and there the 
wickedness of man, and the blessedness of angels, and the 
certainty of judgment to come. There these awful realities 
exist according to the Scripture declarations of them. Since 
therefore so many distinctions should be made respecting 
the signs or words of holy writ, and the things thereby 
signified, why do you continue in such ignoble thraldom to 
the naked letter? why do you embrace the close and 
narrow principles of Judaistic wisdom, and become the mere 
follower of sounds and syllables, to the neglect of the 
weighty matters which they are intended to indicate ? 

As therefore I was weighing in this place the things 
meant or understood by the words not less than the words 
themselves, so also if I were to find that I could collect 
and conclude from Scripture any thing which is neither 
distinctly said, nor even said at all, certainly I should 
not be withheld by your injustice to revelation from 
making my conclusion. If you were to ask me to tell 
you how much twice five or twice seven came to, and I 
were to gather the amount, and tell you that they came to 
ten and fourteen ; or if you were to give me for my 
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premises an animal endued with reason and subject to 
death, and I were thence to conclude, that the being so 
propounded was man ; should I seem to trifle in that 
conclusion? or can the thing concluded be said to be 
foreign from the terms of the proposition ? No— I should 
but express in different language what had virtually 
been said by yourself, neither could my conclusions belong 
more to him who uttered them, than to you who, by the 
terms of your proposition, imposed upon me the necessity 
of so concluding and declaring. Here then I take my 
leave of the subject, having duly weighed both the things 
said, and the things intended and included in the words of 
Scripture ; and certainly if I found any thing clearly in- 
dicated by, or implicitly contained in, a Scriptural expres* 
sions although that thing were not declared in terms, nor 
even manifestly apparent, you may rely upon this, that 
1 should never feel myself deterred from speaking out the 
things contained in the sense or meaning of the written 
word, by any sycophant of syllables, any servile adherent 
to the external forms and characters of holy writ. 



Extracts from the Seventh and Eighth Books of the 

Stromateis of 

CLEMENS ALEXANDRINUS. 



FaoM Book VII. 

But if my expressions should be despised by some of 
the many, as being in some sort different from the written 
words of the Gospel, let them understand that they derive 
all their life and spirit from that sacred source, and that as 
they receive all their power and significancy from it, they 
may be said to express the sense of what is written, though 
they may not be identical with the words themselves. 

The unbelievers say that they ought not to believe, by 
reason of the various language of different sects : they say, 
that even that which we call the truth seems to drive us to 
distractions, different persons holding different tenets. We 
beg to remark in the first place, that these observations 
come with an ill grace from Jews, and from those, whose phi- 
losophers, even those of the highest reputation, had their 
different sects, and those very numerous ; their differences 
of opinion never induced you Gentiles to doubt whether 
you ought to philosophize, or you Jews whether you 
ought to adhere to the Mosaic discipline. It is manifest 
that truth is a matter difficult in its nature, as well as in its 
attainment, giving occasion to questions which in the end 
generate heresies, by reason of self-love, and desire of dis- 
tinction, in those who, though they have neither learned, 
nor properly apprehended, the subjects in question, have 
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entertained an high opinion of their own knowledge of 
them. 

There is but one high and royal road to truth, 
but there are many others which may be traversed by 
those who seek it, some leading, as is too often found 
to be the case, to the edge of the precipice, some to the 
depths of the ocean, and some to the whirlpools of the 
torrent ; but we find that persons do not refuse to enter 
upon these roads because there are so many of them, and 
some so dangerous ; on the contrary, a prudent man will 
seek and choose the best, which is no other than the 
beaten, safe, and royal road. It is precisely the same as 
to the search after scriptural truth. We must not give 
it up, because one says one thing, and another another ; 
but the most accurate knowledge of it, and the exactest 
method of attaining it, are to be sought for, by diligence 
proportioned to the difficulties in the way. 

Does the gardener desist from the culture of his garden, 
because grass grows up with his culinary herbs ? We have 
by nature many means and many motives for examining 
the things said in Scripture, and it is our duty to find 
out the consequences of Divine truth. Vain then is the 
pretext of the Greeks ; those who have the will, will also 
find that they have the power of discerning and dis- 
covering the verities of the Gospel. Do they grant, or do 
they deny, the existence of such a thing as demonstration ? 
I think that all will admit it, but those who deny the 
power of distinguishing things by the senses ; and if there 
be demonstration, it is absolutely necessary for the attain- 
ment of it to descend into objections and solutions, and to 
learn by such proofs, how it has happened that heretics 
have fallen into error, and how knowledge in its highest 
perfection is to be found in scriptural truth alone, and 
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in the Church, its place of deposit. Of those who hare 
fallen off from the truth, some seem to try to deceive 
themselves alone, and some their neighbours also. The 
$0^^0*0^01, for instance, (I mean, those who are wise in their 
own conceit, and who fancy that they have discovered the 
truth, but who really know nothing of its proofs and evi- 
dences,) are self-deceivers, in order to obtain for their 
minds an unworthy repose. 

Those who feel themselves pi^pared for labour in this 
honourable undertaking, let them not abandon the search 
of truth, till they have attained the full proof of it from 
the word of God ; men have in common the power of 
discrimination and of judgment, as well as of discerning 
sensible objects. But the greatest thing to be effected in 
these matters is to lay aside self-conceit, and to know, that 
he who hopes for everlasting rest, must first learn that the 
entrance into the path which leads to it is narrow, and full 
of toil. But besides this, the lover of divine truth ought 
to have a mind of strong nerve, well strung and of a right 
tone, and equal to its various applications. 

As for the elements of our learning, we have in our 
hands such as have been provided for us by our Lord and 
Teacher. . By the sure word of Prophecy, by his Gospel, 
and by the holy Apostles, he has at sundry times, and in 
divers manners, conducted us from the first beginning 
to the end and consummation of sacred knowledge. If 
any man indulge the thought, that he stands in need of 
some other spring or principle of such knowledge, he will 
cease to regard or keep the elements provided for him 
as his master principles. We are to make use of 
Scripture as the test or criterion, whereby we are enabled 
to ascertain the realities of doctrine, apprehending, and 
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embracing by our faith, these indemonstrable principles, or 
first beginnings of divine knowledge, and deriving from it 
demonstrations in abundance, even such as relate to those 
great principles themselves, from which that knowledge 
flows. We are in this way brought up by the voice of the 
Lord to the knowledge of his will revealed. Let us not put 
our trust in men who merely recite and enunciate, for they 
may in like manner reverse their enunciations : and if it be 
not enough simply to affirm the thing which seems probable, 
but to establish it by sufficient proof>it is our duty, with 
reference to any point in question, not to rest upon the 
testimony of man alone, but to prove the thing questioned 
by the voice of God, that is, by evidences scriptural, which 
are more obligatory upon our faith than any other sort of 
proof whatever, or rather which form and constitute the 
only sort of effectual demonstration, yielding to those who 
have tasted the sweet savour of the written word a species 
of knowledge, which makes them faithful to their Lord. 

Those who follow heresy, have dared to make aa 
improper use of the prophetic Scriptures ; for in the first 
place they do not use all of them, nor such as are entire 
and perfect ; nor in the way pointed out by the body 
and context of the prophecy ; but, selecting passages am- 
biguously worded, they separate them from their respective 
purposes, to suit their private opinions, gathering as they 
ramble over the sacred garden a few of its scattered 
flowers, alike heedless of their true odour and their real 
beauty. They never consider the proper sense and signi- 
fication of their cited passages in the places they took them 
from ; they make use of sounds which are scarcely signi- 
ficant in their hands, and apply them in all their poverty 
wd nakedness to matters foreign and irrelevant. They 
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quote them as allegations of Scripture, but in a sens^ and 
for a purpose the very opposite to those which really belong 
to them in the context. 

[Here follow other observations of equal vigour and sob/iety.] 
Those are worse than slothful, who, having the power of 
proving the truth revealed in Scripture from the Scriptures 
themselves, select such parts and passages only as seem to 
favour their own singularities of opinion ; be it our better 
study to establish what we assert by just and legitimate 
consequences drawn from Scripture. It ill becomes us to 
act like the followers of heresy, to adulterate the word of 
truth, to rob the Church of its Rule and Canon, and under 
a base subserviency to self-love and vain glory, to teach 
heretically, and so to injure those whom we ought to have 
taught to love and embrace the verities of the Gospel. 



From Book VIII. 

.... The Greek philosophers of these latter times, out of 
a vain and useless love of distinction, have been led on to 
the most unprofitable frivolity by their argumentation 
and eristic skill. For men so turbulent, and for the 
miserable felicities of their forensic disputations, there is 
another field of action, and a different sort of audience. 
The lover and disciple of truth should be a man of peace ; 
and in his enquiries after it and in his methods of demon- 
stration, he should substitute the love of truth for the love 
of self, and so, without any evil bias, advance onwards 
to a large and comprehensive knowledge. 

What then is demonstration ? Is it an empty and 
unmeaning expression ? It is a mere sound, without 
signification ? All will admit, that demonstration is an act 
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or a result most agreeable to human reason, whereby from 
things certain and unquestionable the reason proceeds to 
establish the belief of things which were doubted of before. 
To demonstrate, is to draw a right conclusion from true 
premises. To be useful, demonstration must be com- 
pounded, first, of the truths assumed for the instruments 
or means of proof; and, secondly, of a conclusion by just 
consequence drawn from scriptural premisses. 

Of demonstration, there are two kinds, one of which 
does no more than induce a strong persuasion upon the 
understandings of its hearers, the other produces abso- 
lute knowledge, or science. The man endued with the 
power of demonstration, must take the greatest care of the 
truths he is going to propound ; as to the act of proving 
and the means of proof, there must be always something 
foreknown, which being credible by itself and for itself, is 
believed without antecedent demonstration 



EXTRACTS FROM THE WORKS OF 



THEODORET. 



Tract 9. 

Hgog Tovg Xiyoprag fitj iu¥ axo tSp yga^Sp 
^fir^lv ^ XaXe7¥f aXX' dgxeicrffai r^ xag \oLuro7g 

Against those who say, that we ought not to seek or 
speak any thing from the Scriptures, hut to rest 
contented with simply believing in them. 

. . • Proceeding in the course we have laid down for 
ourselves, we select for our next argument the presumption 
of those who have declared, that the study of Scripture is 
not necessary, every man's own particular faith being 
sufficient, and Scriptural research having been found to 
increase obscurity rather than clear up doubts. By saying 
that faith alone is sufficient, they condemn their own 
doctrine and method of reading Scripture, for such 
sufficiency supersedes the necessity of even reading Scrip- 
ture. But we, bold and confident in the truth of the 
great mystery of godliness, and in the aid of Him, the God 
of all truth, who says, " Every one that seeks finds,'' 
intend to seek as we ought to do, to find what we ought 
to find, to speak with the power of demonstration, and to 
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hear with a right apprehension of the genuine purport 
of what is written ; so as to be able to persuade our 
friends and refute our enemies, and benefit ourselves by 
the search of Scripture, and prove, by our use of Scrip- 
ture, that there is reality in our notions and consistency 
in our teaching. Whence would come our knowledge, 
if I were to take no heed of Scripture ? Am I to abandon 
knowledge? But whence our faith ? Paul cries out. How 
shall (Rom. x. 17.) they believe in him of whom they have 
not heard ? and again, Faith cometh by hearings and heasr* 
ing by the word of God. He, therefore, who lets and 
hinders the operation of God'^s word, puts an insurmount* 
able obstacle in the way of hearing, and expels and shuts 
out the grace of faith. No one can be ignorant of the 
laws of Rome without personal danger. But what must be 
their danger, and how great their treason, who, by their 
insidious teaching, prevent persons from having access to 
the great and holy oracles of the King of Heaven, and from 
making them the objects of their care and the matters of 
their study ? Scripture is the food of the soul. Cease theuy 
O teacher of words and syllables, cease from thy crime of 
starving the inner man, and of spreading over the human 
heart a dreadful famine, not in respect of bread and 
water, but of hearing and apprehending the written word* 
What ! is the enemy to be permitted to inflict his wounds» 
and are you, by destroying the sense and use of Scripture^ 
to prevent the application of the remedies.'^ Cease to 
stigmatize with the charge of unprofitableness the various 
wisdom of those healing Scriptures. Revere and follow the 
example of that lover and reader of the written word, whom 
the care of Candace's wealth did not divert from the study 
of its sense and meaning, nor the distractions of a journey 
from its perusal. The Lord beheld, and approved the 
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object of his search ; he sent him a teacher, who to read - 
ing added knowledge, and so from the word written, he 
was led onwards to faith in the Saviour of thie world. 
Hence, too, it was, that He himself commanded us to 
search the Scriptures; by which search he meant an 
assiduous but sober enquiry into the things which lay 
within their recesses. Such was the use of Scripture, 
which conducted this pious reasoner to the knowledge of 
thiiigs which were obscure before, to the confirmation of 
his hopes, to the understanding of the ancient promises, 
in short, to the finding of the Saviour. We have found 
Mm^ of whom Moses in the Law and the Prophets did 
norite. 

Paul, too, as well as Philip, had recourse to the words 
o? voices of the written word, for the establishment of 
the truth. But if Paul, the hearer of words unspeakable, 
he to whom the mystery of Christ and the secrets of his 
will had been revealed, he who had heard the very word 
and remonstrances of Christ ; if even he did not venture 
to use his own authority by itself, and without Scripture 
testimonies, how can it now be otherwise than dangerous 
to disregard the prescriptions of the divine legislator, and 
to «peak, out of the abundance of the hearths perverseness, 
tike things that please our fancies, or seem probable to our 
jqjiirit of speculation P But they press us with the observ- 
irtion, that there are some things in Scripture which are 
llast comprehension. Admitted. We have learned it from 
Scripture, and we have so learned it, that we may thence 
come to know, that there are other things so revealed as 
to be brought within the grasp of our apprehension, and 
which are diligently to be sought out and studied. For, 
as it is no part of true piety to carry boldness of enquiry 
into the things which the Lord has been pleased to keep 
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secret) so, on the other hand^ altogether to disregard the 
search of Scripture, is to disregard the commands of Grod. 
** We know what we worship,^ says the word of truth ; 
and, according to the scope and meaning of the passage, 
we too are all able to know and worship : but it would be 
the height of madness to search into quantity, quality, 
mode, place^ in respect of that adorable Being. Our 
adversary magnifies the difficulty of enquiry in speaking 
of his false doctrines, and so endeavours to deter men from 
Scripture, under the pretext that they ought not to be too 
bold in their search after things inaccessible to human 
intellect; but their real object is, that their heretical 
opinions may not meet with Scriptural refutations. As 
soon as they perceive that their pravity may be fettered 
and restrained by the demonstrations which Scripture 
supplies, forthwith they proceed to wrest Scripture itself 
from its true meaning, perverting its use, and misrepre- 
senting its scope. But if they discover that some naked 
and insulated expression will serve their turn, if cut off 
from its natural consequences, forthwith they drag it into 
their service for the establishment of some false doctrine, 
never heeding the duty of obeying the text in its genuine 
sense, but forcing its syllables into an unnatural alliance 
with their miserable artifices. And where can I find fi 
better instance of their sinful practice, than in their misr 
application of ^' the Word was made flesh,^a misapplicatioi^ 
which I have already exposed and condemned in my tenth 
Treatise ? 
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Tract 16. 

n^o; Tovg xiyo¥rag on j(^g^ ii^i<r6ai rag ^cj¥oigj xa) 
IMi (FKWCM r% i! AvrSv (TfifJt^aivofAeva ig xafrag 

An answer to those who assert, that nothing more is 
required of us than to receive the sounds of the 
written words^ and that it is not right to look into 
the things thereby signified, because they surpass 
all men^s understanding. 

Scarcely have there been found any of those who are 
engaged in the unworthy labour of endeavouring to sub- 
vert the very principles of our rational nature, who do 
not strive to change men as individuals from reasonable 
creatures into such as are without reason ; from creatures 
capable of learning with accuracy the distinctions between 
right and wrong, into beings insensible to both. These men 
insist upon it^ that it is for the interest and good of all to take 
without examination the words of the holy Bible, and to 
read them without regard to the accuracy of the copy, 
or to the pious scope or purpose with reference to which 
they have been delivered ; for if, as they would have it, 
the things expressed by words are not to be looked into, but 
are to be received without verification of the sense, and 
simply as written language, it must necessarily follow, that 
the prophetic and apostolic declarations, even if they be read 
aloud, will do no more than sound in the ears, that every word 
uttered by the servants and Son of God will remain without 
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power or profitableness, and that the hearer will not be able 
to convey any one useful thought or feeling to the storehouse 
of the heart. 

For such really must be the effect of their command, to 
hear indeed with the ear, but in the heart not to under- 
stand, nor to look to the consequences and necessary 
results of what is said in Scripture ; an injunction whidi is 
in utter defiance of the threat implied in our Saviour's 
remonstrance, ^' You hear with your ears, but you do not 
understand.'" And hence too it is that these verbalists in- 
sist, that the text, ^* the Word was made flesh," is simply 
and solely to be heard, but with respect to the use or 
application of it in the integrity of its sense, they do not 
permit it ; as if they were possessed of such authority over 
men^s minds, that they could drag them to the adoption of 
their own unreasonable opinions, however adverse to every 
principle of propriety, and every prospect of usefulness. But 
am I to submit to such dictation ? am I to hear the word, 
and not enquire into the fitness, and suitableness, and rela- 
tions of the thought ? If this be the course to be pursued, 
how or where are we to gather the things which neces- 
sarily follow from the sacred sentence ? where are we to 
search for the means of edifying the hearer ? By theif 
next ordinance perhaps they will try to change the haUts 
of rational into those of irrational beings ; for such really 
is their attempt, if they would admit the sound of the 
written word into men's ears, but prevent the benefits 
of its meaning, force, and applicability from reaching 
the heart. Not so the apostle Paul, the great teacher in 
these matters; what is his exhortation? does he tea^ 
that we should put up with any thing that presents itself, 
without using our reason, without exercising our powers 
of judgment and discrimination P What says the Apostle? 
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Solid food for advanced and perfect Christians — for such 
as have by use acquired the habit of exercising their 
perceptive and discursive faculties, for the purpose of dis- 
tinguishing between what is right and wrong : he counsels 
men to go on to perfection : he praises earnestness, and 
exercise, and contention of mind : he strongly recommends 
the practice of making sober distinctions between good and 
evil. But hoW'Will any one be able to discriminate properly 
in these important matters, if he be not permitted to attain 
a right knowledge of the sense and relations of scriptural 
expressions ? for as a person in a bad habit of bodily health, 
is not able to taste the true flavour of his food, nor accurately 
to ascertain the quality of what he eats, so fares it with the 
man who» from indolence or want of common reason, suffers 
the judicial and discriminative powers of the soul to remain 
unexercised ; for of him it may be said, that he just tastes 
the words of Scripture, but perceives not their power, 
neither knows he the qualities of the things intended 
to be conveyed to the mind by such expressions ; and so 
he goes on, foolishly and unguardedly, just like an unrea- 
sonable creature, to receive and admit that which is hurt- 
ful, as well as that which is wholesome and profitable, 
just as tliey may happen to present themselves. Neither 
would it be beside the truth to observe farther, that he 
cannot in a certain sense metaphorical be numbered 
with clean animals ; for he does not ruminate, he does not 
transmit to the inner man that spiritual food which has 
been masticated and made nutritious by the exercise of 
sense and reason ; but contrariwise, taking it in an un- 
prepared and unsuitable state^ he rather receives harm 
from it^ by reason of its unfitness for digestion, than good, 
for the nutriment of life. Who knows not, that when 
a person has been invited to a great man^s table, he 
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is bound to exercise his reason upon the things set 
before him P In like manner, the guest at the rich banquet 
of God's holy word ought not to devour mere words in a 
state of severance from their internal force and real im- 
port ; he ought rather carefully to consider what is most 
suitable and l)ecoming in respect of God ; what the most 
profitable for our own souls; what really is the power 
of divine truth contained in the words; what will best 
hannonize with the law ; what will be fliost agreeable to 
the reason and nature of things; what may be its ge- 
nuine sense, as a thing to be believed; what its stability, as 
a thing to be hoped for ; what the legitimacy of its alliance 
with the law of love; what its irreproachableness, as 
subservient to the glory of Ood ; what its security from 
invidious construction ; what, in short, may be its general 
worthiness and agreement with the dispensation of grace. 
All these things are to be embraced within the compass of 
the reader'^s consideration, if piety guide the understanding 
in its meditations ; but they are all wanting in those new- 
fangled absurdities which are obliged to have recourse to, 
or rather to seek refuge in, such vain and idle methods as it 
has been my object to condemn. To conclude, the sum 
of my observations is shortly this : the man who accepts 
the words of Scripture, without permitting himself to 
learn their meaning, how will he be able (as the occasion 
may arise) to perceive the passages which <seem to dis- 
agree with each other ; how will he be able to i^condle 
them by a proper solution of their difficulties ; how will 
he be able to keep that which has been writteti for our 
learning ; how will he be ready always to give an answer 
to every man that asketh you a reason of the hope that 
is in vou ? 
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Tract 23. 

KOA fjuij xar{t¥0B7v ri x^kxoit fi axgsxig. 

Against those who say that we are merely to believe 
the express words of Scripture^ without considering 
suitableness or unsuitableness. 

Past ages have beheld great varieties of pernicious 
heresies, but the present seems to have revived them all ; 
it has generated the manifold mischief of new-fangled and 
independent speculation. [irexs to ?roix/Xoy xcativ r^; 
euTOviiMo xeuvoTOfji,loi$,'] The last heresy authoritatively 
says to its wretched followers, in order to draw them into 
it and after it» ^^ embrace simply and solely the express 
words of Scripture, but let no one presume to enquire 
wliat may be suitable or unsuitable in their meaning.'^ 
And as to faith, that is called true faith which rejects all 
examination and enquiry, which rests (and as I should say 
to the great injury of the believer) upon propositions 
without meaning, and allegations without proofs. But am 
I to believe without the exercise of my reason ? am I forbid- 
den to enquire whether the express words of Scripture do 
or do not require the consideration of whether, if they be 
taken to the letter, they may not involve an impossibility, 
or an unprofitableness, or an unsuitableness, or an incon- 
sistency with the Divine attributes, or an incongruity with 
the nature of things, or a dissonance from the true sound of 
truth, or a departure from the scope of the text, or a 
disagreement with its natural consequences, or an hostility 



INTRODUCTION 



TO THE TREATISES OF 



FREDERIC SPANHEIM, FRANCIS TURRETINUS, BISHOP 
SMALRIDGE, AND THE REV. JOHN CUMMING. 



Of the following dissertations on Scripture 
consequences, the first consists of * Frederic Span- 
heim's Disputations upon the subject. It is, as the 
title implies, treated in a Scholastic manner, that 
is, with those distinctions and partitions of the 
subject, and special arguments upon its several 
parts, which become necessary in all close and 
exact investigations, whether for the refutation of 
error, or the establishment of truth. The same 
may be said of the second treatise, by Francis 
Turretinus ; for there too we find the status qv/B- 
stionis proposed after the manner of the Schools, 
and that peculiarity of style which necessarily be- 
longs to controversial treatises. 

" Frederic Spanheim, father of Ezechiel, was appointed to 
the Chair of Divinity at Geneya, 1631. Francis Turretinus, 
son of Benedict, and father of Alphonsus, both eminent 
divines of the same Church, was appointed to the Professor's 
Chair, 165». 
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Of these arguments or treatises it may be said, 
that they both originated in the error so skilfully 
maintained by those disputants of the Church of 
Rome, who, finding that some Protestants had 
laid such stress upon the express declarations of 
Scripture, as to make them the only grounds of 
Christian faith, joined issue with them upon their 
own position, and insisted, that in contending with 
the Roman Catholic, they were bound by their own 
rule of faith to produce special texts, or textuary 
positions identically the same with those anti- 
theses which Popish error and superstition had 
made it necessary to lay down for the protection 
of revealed truth. It is true, that these arguments 
have other relations and affinities, especially to the 
articulated propositions which allege the Trini- 
tarian truths. For these too have been assailed 
in the very same way, that is, by a senseless 
clamour for words of Scripture, the same with 
what the Heretic bad, by his false doctrine, made 
it necessary to prove and conclude out of Scrip- 
ture for his reproof and contradiction ; still these 
treatises, de Consequentiis and de usu Consequent 
tiarum^ if traced to the direct and immediate causes 
of their publication, will be found to have sprung 
out of that Veronian method, which was resorted 
to by a particular class of disputants in the Church 
of Rome. 

The third work, which, though in the form of a 
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sermon, may be called a treatise upon the nature 
and validity of Scripture consequences, is from 
the pen of the able and benevolent *' Bishop Smal* 
ridge, Dean of Christ Church. Unlike the preceding 
works, its object is not confined to the defence of 
sound Scriptural conclusions, with reference to any 
one question in particular ; it is equally applicable 
to all controversies in which the adversary ventures 
to contend against the lawfulness of urging doctrinal 
or derivative truths concluded from Scriptural war- 
rants, as means sanctioned by Divine Wisdom for 
the settlement of controversies of faith. 

The last of these four treatises was written by 
the Rev. John Cumming, M.A. a Minister of the 
Scotch Church in London, in 1720. It is interest- 
ing on many accounts, but more especially because 
it was one of the many able efforts, made by the 
orthodox Presbyterian Ministers in 1720, and after- 
wards, to prevent the corruption of their creed 
by the introduction of Arianism. The arguments 
of Spanheim and Turretin may be said to have had 
at the time of their publication a special reference 
to Popery, that of Bishop Smalridge, generally to 
the controversies in which this question has been 
discussed. But the treatise of Cumming is distin- 
guished from those which precede it, by its special 

^ Dr. Smalridge succeeded Dr. Atterbury in the Deanery 
of Christ Church, 1713. 
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reference to the Trinitarian controversy, or rather 
to the particular subject of the validity of Scrip- 
ture consequences, as asserted by the orthodox » and 
denied by their opponents in the Trinitarian argu- 
ment, as it was brought under discussion in 1720. 
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PARS II. 



DISPUTATIO XXI. 
De Consequenim. 

Excusso Djsputationibus superioribus argumento de 
enthusiaamOi et pertractatis controversiis aliis, quso nobis 
intercedunt cum Anabaptistis circa materiam Scripturse, 
progredimur, ex method! nostra? instituto, ad disqui- 
sitionem controversiarum quae nobis intercedunt cum illis 
circa /or^Mam Scriptural. 

Prima vero controversia quae super forma Scriptures 
Sanctae nobis cum Anabaptistis disceptanda venit, est de 
forma interna^ sive sensu ScripturcBy an is tantum pro 
genuino admittendus sit, qui totidem litteris et syllabis 
expressus est, an vero etiam ille, qui per coruequenHaa 
et illationem unius ex alio educitur? Prius affirmant 
. Anabaptistae, negant posterius. Orthodoxi prius negant, 

E 
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affirmant posterius. Unde status controversUe emergit; 
An probationes per canseqtientias ex Scriptura institute 
sint solidse, et verus Scripturae seusus ? 

Controver5i» istius pertractationem ad tria capita re- 
vocaniu5. 1. Ad ea^positianem terminorum. % Ad x^cro- 
vnmi^v aententuB veriB, 3. Ad ayaa-Kiurjy falsce. 

Ad ewpositionem terminorum quod attinet» quaedam 
sunt observanda in antecessum ad suhfectunif quaMlam ad 
pnedicatum. Ad aiibjectum^ 1 . Consequentias vel spectari 
materialUerj hoc est, dogmata per consequentias educta, 
vel formalitery hoc est, connewionem ipsam terminoruniy 
prout Augustinus distinguit eximie libro ii. de Doctrioa 
Christiana, cap. xxxi. inter veritatem connewionum et inter 
veritatem sententiarum. 2. Consequentias alias viritiaUter 
in Scriptura contineri, alias non, alias mna/o^esse ScriptunSf 
alias illatas in Scripturam, alias edttctaa ex Scriptura, 
alias invectas in Scripturam. S. In probatione per conr 
sequentiasy aliud esse, spectare connewionem majoris et 
minoris ewtremi^ aliud, conneadonem medU cum alterutro 
eootremfyrum^ aliud, spectare conclusionem, quae probatur, 
aliud, argumentumy quo probatur. 

197111971, ex Scriptura argumentum ducimus ex Matt, ii 
Sd. Ut impletur quod dictum per prophetas^ fore^ ut 
Naxarenua vocaretur. Dictum est per prophetas, Jesum 
Christum vocandum Nazarenum, nee tamen id airoh^e) 
totidem syllabis in Scriptura reperitur : sed per conser 
quentiae tantum ex iis eruitur : ergo qus^dam sunt dicta 
a Scriptoribus sacris, adeoque ut talia recipienda, quamvis 
non totidem syllabis et litteris ab illis sint expressa< 

!• Su7%6ugi}T»x6u^, per concesswnem datur scriptorum 
divinorum divinam esse auctoritatem, adeoque illationes 
eorum aurovfa-rou^, nostram auctoritatem haudquaquam 
talem esse, nee illationes etiam. % 'AgwjfrtKoos, per negatto- 
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nem^ illationes nostras certas esse non posse, quia non sunt 
mrroTrKTroi vel awireuivifoi instar illationum quae reperiuntur in 
scriptis canonicis. Satis est, nostras vere niti verbo Dei, 
ut fiindamentOf et in illis virtiuUiter contineri, erui vero a 
ratione, ut ah inairumento. Nee vero illationum nostrarum 
vis petenda ab auctaritate inferentiSf sed a fundamento et 
ratione illatianis. 

Ilduniy ex Scriptura argumentum ducimusex Matt. xxii. 
31, 3^ ubi Christus inquit : De reaurrectione vero mortuO' 
mm, nan legistis, quod vobia dictum eat a Deo^ dicente : Ego 
sum Deua Jbrahami^ et Deua Isaaci^ et Deus Jacobi. Non 
eat autem Deua Deua mortuorum aed viventium : Vel solide 
probavit Christus resurrectionem mortuorum ex verbis 
illis Scripturae, vel non. Si priua : datur illatio solida et 
argumentatio certa per conaequentiaa ex Scriptura: si 
poateriua^ nee probatio Christi certa fuit, nee firma, quod 
summe blasphemum. Idque tan to magis, quod non tantum 
turbse auper ista Christi doctrina perculsse fuere, v. 33. sed 
et OS occlusum Sadducseis, v. 34. Quibus alioquin proclive 
fuisset excipere, hoc argumentum certum non esse, nee 
enim airoXs^ei quicquam de resurrectione mortuorum verbis 
illis doceri, sed hoc per meras consequentias inde educi. 

Opus itaque erat, verbis a Christo allegatis inesse vim 
hoc ipsum quod probare satagebat, probandi. 

Medium istius argumentationis Christi non nisi illis 
obscurum est qui vel naturam fcederia divini, vel argument 
tationem a toto ad partea sub eo contentas non capiunt. 
Sive e/v hypotheai illorum quibuscum Christo hie 
negotium est, exponatur, sive ex natura dictif sive 
utraque expositio, ut plenior, conjungatur, illatio et 
solida est et evidens. 1. Ew natura fosderia argumentum 
Christi procedit: quorum Deus se Deum profitetur, 
illi non possunt perpetuo manere in morte. At Deus se 

e2 
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profitctur Deum Abrahami, Isaaci, et Jacobi. Ergo ilfi 
non ixMtunt perpetuo manere in morte. 

Kadem ctiam ChriKti probatio nititur axiomate commmii, 
Poiito totOf panuntur paries necesaarUe ad taiius ctm- 
niUutUmem. Si itaque Deus est Deus Abrahami, Isaaci, 
et Jacobi : Ergo Dcu9 est et animanim et corpomm 
illorum, vel Deus est illorum consideratonim, et aecundura 
animas et secundum corpora. 

Kt quamvis ista illatio ex natura didorum a Cbristo et 
•olida sit, et plena, ei tamen addi potest alia eof hypothed 
HadducAMirum. Ncgabant illi immortalitatem animarum, 
et earn ob causam negabant doctrinam de resurrectione 
mortuorum. Probatur vcro ilia verbis Christi : Qnum 
enim Dcus se Deum Patriarcharum jam mortuorum prt>- 
fltcatur ; ncccssario illi non secundum totum sui exstincti 
crant. Hoc principio probato resultabat resurrectionis 
nccessitas: Patriarchse isti vivunt secundum animain. 
Uno itaque errore Sadducaeorum destructo, et asserta 
immortalitate animae, destruebatur etiam alter illi super- 
structus, et asserebatur yeritas altera de resurrectione 
mortuorum. 

DISPUTATIO XXII. 
De Consequentiis. 

Aeoumbntis duobus inartificialUms pro sententia ^r- 
thodoxa Disputatione superiori allatis, Probationes per 
conaequentias legitimas ex Scriptura institutas, solidas esse, 
et verum Scripturae sensum : addimus adhuc alia quaedam 
ejusdem generis^ adstruendas veritati. 

Ill^um, ex Scriptura argumentum ducitur ex Matt.xxii. 
S9. ErratiSj non sdentea ScHptwras. Si argumentatio per 
falsas consequentias ex Scriptura, et neglect us argumentatio- 
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nis per veras consequentias non tantum dicitur causa erroris, 
sed ignoratio etiam Scripturse: utique probationes per bonas 
consequentias ex Scriptura ductae erunt et utiles et solidae. 
Nisi Scriptura virtualiter argumenta varia in se con- 
tineret quse ex ea per consequentias eruenda forent, 
haudquaquam illi nescirent Scripturas, qui ea ex iis non 
leruerent. Nee enim is rem ignorare dici potest, qui ignorat 
ea quae sub re aliqua non continent ur, vel ad earn non 
pertinent. Minor propoaitio aperte habetur in textu : causa 
enim una en*oris Sadducaeorum allegatur a Christo, 
Ignoratio Scripturae, non sane quoad literam vel textv/m 

^ormalem^ sed quoad senium. 1. Quod ex lege de Leviratu 
conclusionem falsam elicerent per malam consequentiam. 
% Quod ex locis variis Scripturae, quas docent tmlt W(i^vyaf4,lay 

jet resurrectionem mortuorum et statum beatorum in vita 
futura, quod non nubentf nee luxayrea accipienty &c. veram 
conclusionem. per bonam consequentiam non eruerent. 
Damnat itaque eadem opera Dominus, et abusiim argu- 
mentationis per consequentiasy et commendat ejus usum: 
adeoque si vel ierixms male argumentari ex Scripturis, vel 
negligere argumentationera ex Scripturis, sit nescire Scrips 
turas, utique bene argumentari ex iis, erit eas scire. 

Si falsa argumentatio per consequentias malas merito 
perstringatur, nee institui debeat : non sequitur veram 
arguraentationem per consequentias bonas vel per$:tringi a 
Pomino, vel rejici debere. Et aliud est, argumentationem 
per consequentias falsas institutam damnare, aliud damnare 
argumentationem per consequeritias. Nee si mala allegatio 

. textits formalis Sanctae Scriptura? merito damnetur, alle- 
gatio textvs formalis bene instituta damnari debet. Ah- 
usum itaque Christus perstringit, usum vero non tollit. 
Immo tisum argumentationis id genus ipse Christus discrte 
verbis sequei^tibus commendat, dum eps e^ loco Mosis, 
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Ergo ium Dens Abrahamiy Isaaci^ et Jacobin vult colligerey 
futuram aliquando resurrectionem mortuorum. 

Ejusmodi ignoratio perstringitur a Christo, quae essetin 
vitio. Nee enim in vitio, quod quaevis quse latent in 
Scriptura non eruantur ex ea, sed quod ea quae patere 
debent, ex ea non educantur : quale erat hoc argumentum 
ductum a natura fcederis divini, de quo tantopere gloriari 
■olebant Judaei. 

IWtum^ ex Scriptura argumentum ducitur ex locis Luc. 
xxiv. S5, 26, 27. amentes et tardi corde ad credendum 
omnibtM quce locuH aunt Prophetce. Nonne hiec aportuU 
Christum pati^ et ita introire in gloriam suam f Et eaorsus 
a Mose et omnibus Prophetis interpretabatur illis in omni- 
bus ScripturiSi qiue de ipso scripta erant. Et ver. 44, 45, 
46, 47. Diaiitque eis : Hi sunt sermones, quos locutus sum 
vobiSf quum adhuc essem vobiscum, oportere impleri ommoy 
quce scripta sunt in Lege Mosisy et Prophetis^ et Psalmis^ 
de me. Tunc aperuit eorum mentem, ut intelligereni 
Scripturas : Et diant eis : ita Scriptum esty et ita oportuit 
Christum pati et resurgere a mortuis tertio die. Si Chris- 
tus reprehendit discipulos, quod non eruerent argumenta 
ex Scriptura, nee agnoscerent quae de se in iis scripta 
essent, et ea velit ex scriptis inferri quae o^oXs^e), in iis 
non exstabant : utique argumentationes vel probationes per 
consequentias eductae possunt esse et lieitae et solidae, et 
verus Scripturae sensus. 

\tumy ex Scriptura argumentum ducitur ex Job. v.-39« 
Scrutamini Scripturas^ quia vos videmini vobis in ipsis 
habere vitam cetemam et ilUe sunt quce testantur de me. 
Si Scripturae sint scrutandae, et si illae nobis testari debent 
de Jesu Nazareno: sequitur, argumentationes ex illis in* 
stituendas esse per legitimas consequentias. Majoris con- 
sequentia patet 1. Ex vi verbi l^euvav, quod non est 
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simpliciter {ijr^^ ^t habet Hesychius, nee tantum S^^mi^iv 
vel &vi^ve6eiv, vestigare, ut habet Phavorinus, sed ut idem 
tiotat, est qtuerere aliquid cum mora aliqua et cura singu- 
lati. 

IH] non solebant igeuvav retg ygu^etg^ scmtari ScriptiiraSf 
sed obiter duntaxat eas legere, et hserere literal vel cortici 
Scripturarum, haudquaquam vero serio inquirere in earum 
applicationem, adeoque nee formare illationes ex con- 
sequentiis legitimis. 

DISPUTATIO XXIII. 
De Cansequentiis. 

Argumentis inariificialibus retro a nobis propositis pro 
legitimo ratiocinationum per consequenttas^ (non ut per 
fundamental sed ut per instruments probationum,) ex 
Scriptura usu, addimus adhuc sequentia. 

yitum^ ex Scriptura argumentum ducitur ex Actor. XTii. 
2, 3. Ubi Paulus dicitur disseruisse cum Thessalonicensi- 
bus Judasis, expHcana^ et ob oculoa ponensy oportuiese 
Christum path ^t resurgere a mortuisy et hunc esse Chris- 
tum nempe Jesum. Et ver. 11. Berceenses dicuntur 
quotidie scrutati ScripturaSy an hcec (quas nimirum ex 
Paulo audi^erant) ita se haberent. Si Paulus usus fuit 
ratiocinatione crebra per cansequentias in probando Evan- 
gelio, et Berceenses laudantur ob eundem modum proce- 
dendi in eo excipiendo, licet hodie ita uti Scriptura : et id 
tum solide fieri solet^ cum verus Scriptures sensus hac 
ratione investigatus fueri. Verum prius. Ergo etiam 
posterius. Nee oscitanter prsetereundum in textu Grasco, 
Apostolo Paulo tribui to havolyeiv et wagariJevai, et quidem 
diro Twv ygafoov : ista enim sine interpunctione legenda. 

Debent enim omues explorare Spiritus an ex Deo sint, 
nee temere quovis vento doctrinae circumagi. Vult enim 



Oen* Mfoem kxr^lw nostram esse Aoyixi^, et verbum 
iKranf unmn esse regulam credendoniin et fadendorum ; 
sdlioet, Tia illationum et ratiodnationum per conBe- 
qHentias. 

Vllmtcm, ex Scriptura argumetitum ducitur ex Actor, 
xviii. 24. et S8. ubi Judsus quidam Alexandrinus nomine 
Apollos dicitur fuisse poiena in ScripturiSf et magna canten- 
iiane JtuUeaa redargtUase pubUce^ osiendena per Scripiuras 
Jesum esse Christum ilium. Si Apollos laudator, quod 
ratiocinatione per consequentias instituta usus fuerit in 
probando Evangelio ex Scripturis, turn id et solide fieri 
potest, et per argumentationes id genus yerus Scriptars^ 
sensus erui potest. Majcris consequentia evidens. Si enim 
nullae probationes vim habent, nisi quae aurok^e) e Scrip- 
tura totidem verbis ducuntur, haudquaquam solide Apollos 
ita poterat argumentari,. vel Judseis ejusmodi argumenta- 
tionibus demonstrare, quod illis demonstratum volebat, 
vel laudem eo nomine mereri. Minor patet ex textu, et 
emphaticum admodum est verbum $iaxdm|Xfly^ffrOy hoc est, 
Elenchis vel argumentationibus convincebat Judaeos, 
Jesum esse Christum, et quidem per fltroSf/^ei; tales, quibus 
nonhaberent quod solide opponerent. 

Hoc erat to ot/t^io-^ijTouju.fyoyy an Jesus Nazarenus esset 
iste Messias, vel Christus: quod negabant Judaei, affirma- 
bat et demonstrabat Apollos. Id vero haudquaquam 
demonstrari poterat sine ratiocinatione per consequentiasy 
et sine argumentatione ex xgirriglois Messise ducta ; ut nee 
sine illorum applicatione ad Jesum Nazarenum, re vera in 
eo reperiH characteres omnes a Mose et Prophetis de 
Messia reprseseqtatos, adeoque ilium solum esse Christum 
ilium ab iis praedictum. 

Vllloum, ex Scriptura argumentum ducitur ex collatione 
aliquot locorum. Act. xx* ^9 SI . ubi Paulus testatur, se 



mm subterfugisae quicquam eorum quae oondueertnt Epl^ 
siis, quominus ea illis annuntiaret, et attestaitm esse JwMm 
simul et Greeds conversianem ad Deum et ^fidem^ quae asf 
in Dominum nostrum Jesum Christum. Sic ver. 27» 28» 
testatur se non subterfugisse quominus annuniiaretf 
Ephesiis omne Dei consilium. £t tamen Actcn*. xxvi. 2S. 
Jocet, se sua testificatione nihil dimsse eoftra ea quce Pro^ 
pbet€B -et Moses futura prcediverunt : Nempe, Christum 
fuisse passurumy ac primum ew resurrectione mortuorum 
hicem anny/ntiatu/rum huic populo et gentibus. Si Paulus 
nihil docuit ewtra ea quae Prophetae ac Moses futura 
praedixerunt, et tamen et Jesum Nazarenum docuit esse 
Messiam, et omne consilium Dei conducens de ejus per* 
sonoj qfficiiSf beneficiisj objecto et modo ea applicandit 
exposuit : sequitur, 1. ista omnia in Mose et Prophetis 
vvrtualiter contioeri ; 2. Paulum per varias oonsequentias 
ista omnia ex Mose et Prophetis docuisse. 

Quia Paulus volebat illis os obstructum qui ipsum cum 
Mose et Prophetis commissum volebant, imposuit illis 
necessitatem ratiocinandi ex Scripturis, per oonsequentias, 
et conferendi tradita a Paulo cum traditis a Mose et 
Prophetis- 



DISPUTATIO XXIV. 
De ConsequenHis. 

QuAMvis octo argumenta inartificialia Disputationibus 
superioribus allata suiBcere possent adstruendas thesi 
orthodoxas de legitimo ratiocinatipnum ex Scriptura per 
oonsequentias usu ; aliquas tamen adhuc auctarii vicem 
superioribus adjiciemus, et ab eaceptumibus adversariorum 
tiipdicafaimus. 
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Argumentum IXnfifii, multis in compendium oontracds, 
ducitur a praxi Pauli, qui Roman, i. 17. probat justitiam 
Dei in Evangelio manifestatam ex Habac. ii. 4. quamvis 
airoXi^) ibidem non extet. Sic probat Rom. iii. 10, &c. 
reatum universalem Judaeorum et Grsecorum, omnes 
esse sub peccato, ex Psalm, xiv. S. et liii. 3. quum tamen 
ibidem id totidem syllabis haudquaquam tradatur. Sic 
Rom. iii. SI, S2. justitiam Dei per fidem Jesu Christi 
in omnes et super omnes qui credunt, docet compro- 
batam esse testimonio Legis ac Propbetarum, qualem 
probationem xeerA y^o/x/xa ibidem haudquaquam reperimus. 
Sic Rom. iv. S. probat Paulus Abrahamum ex operibus 
non fuisse justificatum ex Genes, xv. 6. eo quod ibt 
dicatur, credidisse Deo, et hoc ei ad justitiam fuisse impu- 
tatum, quod Paulus infert per ratiocinationem, vers. 4 et 5. 
Sic non opera, sed fidem imputari ad justitiam, probat 
ex Psalm, xxxii. 2. quod ibidem fcqayiLoenxMs duntaxat 
habetur, et non nisi per consequentias erui potest. Sic justi- 
tiam ex fide ejusque fructus probat Rom. x. 6. ex Deut. xxx. 
11. et 14. et fidem in Christum Jesum Rom. ix. 8S. ex Isa. 
xxviii. 16. Probationes id genus creberrimse occurrunt, c. xi. 
2, S, 4, 6, 8, 9, 10, 86. Sic praeconium Christi per Scrip- 
turas Prapheticas declaratum dicit Apostolus Rom. xvi. S6. 
Sic 1 Corinth, vi. 16. Scortationem proscriptam probat 
ex Gknes. ii. ^. Sic 1 Corinth, ix. 8, 9. stipendia Mini&. 
tris verbi deberi probat ex Deut. xxv. 4. ubi eturoX^e) 
tantum sermo de bobus. Sic 1 Corinth, x. £6, 28. liber- 
tatem Christianam circa cibos probat ex Psalm, xxiv. Ii 
Sic 1 Corinth, xv. 8.. docet se tradidisse, Christum mor- 
tuum esse pro peccatis nostris secundum Scripturas ex 
Isa. liii. 5. et aliis id genus locis, quae nihil quoad 
litteram habent de Jesu Nazareno. Plurima id genus ex 
Epistolis Apostoli conquiri possunt, vel imprimis ex 
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Epistola ad Hebrseos, ubi cap. i. 5.* Paulus praestantiam 
Christ! supra Angelos probat ex Psalm, ii. 7. et ex 
S Sam. vii. 14. et ex Psalm, xcvii. 7. et ex collatione Psalm. 
civ« vers. 5. et xlv, 7. et ex Psalm, ex. 1. Idem genus 
probationis occurrit Heb. ii. 6. ex Psalm, viii. 5. et Hebr. 
ii. 12, 13. ex Psalm, xxii. 22. et xviii. 3. Isa. viii. 18. ubi 
multiplici per consequentias ratiocinatione opus. Sic Hebr. 
iv. 5. introitum credentium in requiem probat ex Psalm. 
xcv« 11. et Deut. v. 14. Christi sacrificium probat ex 
Psalm, xl. 7. Sic unica oblatione Christum consecrasse 
in perpetuum eos qui sanctificantur probat Paulus Hebr. 
X. J 5) 16, &c ex Jer. xxxi. 83, &c. et docet Spiritum 
Sanctum hoc nobis testificari; quod haudquaquam sine 
consequentiarum usu ex verbis Prophets educi potest. 
Ex istis omnibus inter se collatis tale emergit argu- 
mentum generale: Si Paulus passim probationes educit 
per consequentias ex Scriptura ; utique non licita tantum, 
sed et laudabilis est, ratiocinatio et probatio similis. Ckmr 
sequentia per se patet, quum non tantum ipse Apostolus 
nobis prseeat creberrimo isto Scripturse usu et applicatione, 
verum etiam expresse jubeat, ut simtis imitatares ipsius 
pro ut ipse etiam se Christi imitatorem fuisse testatur. 
1 Cor. xi. 1. 

Multi ex illis vel hostes erant Pauli, vel obtrectotores, 
vel saltern minus de Apostoli auctoritate persuasi, qnibus- 
cum agit per &fjrc!8sl^ei$ yga^ixis. Si enim Paulus auctoritate 
muneris sui Apostolici duntaxat niteretur, haudquaquam 
opus fuisset ulla citatione locorum Scripturae Testament! 
veteris, ut nee ratiocinationibus variis ex illis deductis. 
Suffecissent enim simplices Pauli assertiones auditoribua 
ipsius persuadendis. 

* Praeter ea quae a Spanhemio citata sunt« Apostolus alia insuper looa. 
e T«tefe Tettamento eodem spectantia^ affert^ ut id^ quod probarerit^ 
non uno tantum verbi divini Testimonio nitatur. 
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Quia Paulus coDsequentias crebras ex Scripturm Testa- 
menti veteris eruit, haudquaquam id illidtum. Immo 
ilUe Pauli consequentiae, sine consequendis aliis, ad Taiias 
Hiereftes post Pauli tempora natas oonfutandas apfdicari 
nequeunt, tii consequentiae illicitae habendae sint. 

DISPUTATIO XXV. 
De CofuequeniUs. 

Argumentis inartificialibiM retro a nobis allatis super 
legitimo ratiocinationum per consequenHas usu, addimus 
decimum et ultimum eoo Scriptura petitum. 

'Kmum^ e Scriptura argumentum itaque ducitur ex loco 
celebri» ft Tim . iii. 16. Tota Scriptura diviTutus est inspirata^ 
et utilis ad doctrinam^ ad redargutionem^ ad eorrectiotiem, ad 
disciplinam in justitiay ut perfectus sit homo Dei, ad amne 
ojnta bonum perfecte instructtis, Cui addi possunt loca ge- 
mina Rom. xv. 4. Quce ante scripta sunt, ad nostram doc- 
trinam ante saipta sunt, ut per tolerantiam et consolationem 
Scripturarum spem habeamus. Et 1 Cor. x. 11. fftec autem 
omnia typice evenerunt iis, saipta vero sunt ad nostri 
admonitionem in quo fines seculorum devenerunt. Ex his 
argumentum istud emergit : sine quo Scriptura Sancta 
non potest esse utilis ad doctrinam, redargutionem, cor- 
rectionem ct disciplinam in justitia, et sine quo homo Dei 
non potest esse perfectus, nee ad omne opus bonum per- 
fecte instructusy sine quo etiam ante scripta ad nostram 
institutionemy et ad nostram admonitionem referri non 
possunt) illud non tantum legitimum est, sed etiam neces- 
sarium. At sine usu ratiocinationum per consequentias 
ex Scriptura ductas, Scriptura non potest esse utilis ad 
doctrinam, &c. Ergo illarum usus non tantum legitimus 
est, sed etiam necessarius. Majoris consequentia patet, 
quia alias concidit finis Scriptures Sanctae datae, et 
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Christianis intervertuntur beneficia quse ex ea et per earn 
habere possunt. Minor evidens est ex locis allegatis. 

Exceptio fiat in hunc modum. Distinguenda sunt neoe»- 
saria ad formandam praxin ab iis quae necessaria ad fundtm- , 
dam fidem Christianam. Apostolus de priori genere loquitur 
2 Tim. ill. 16. Rom. xv. 4. 1 Cor. x. 2. non de posteriori. 
Illationes jprac^icce possunt esse legitimae, theoricce non item. 

I. Si Ulationes practice pertinentes ad formandam 
praxin Christianam sint legitimes: Ergoquaedam illationes 
ex Scriptura per consequentias structae, legitimae sunt, et 
usus ratiocinationum id genus simpliciter damnari non 
debet. II. Si iUatiortea practiae possint duci ex Scriptura, 
quid causae erit, cur non et theoricce pari ratione ex ea 
duci possint ? Et si propter faUibilitatem nostri intellectus 
istae proscribantur a fanaticis, cur non et iUae pariter 
proscribantur ex eodem fundamento? Nee enim minus 
errori obnoxius est intellectus noster in uno quam in altero. 
Nee enim Apostolus duntaxat Scripturam utilem profitetur 
ad correciionem^ et disciplinam in juatitia^ sed etiam ad 
doctrinam et redargutionem^ immo istos usus praemittit. 
Et sane usus illi et ad instUutionem in verifate, adeoque 
ad fundandam Jldem pertinent, et ad necessarias ejus 
mndicias a contradicentibus. 

. Tantum abest ut ratiocinationibus istis per consequentias 
a Scripturis recedatur, vel illis aliquid addatur, ut ea dun- 
taxat quae in Scripturis sunt eruantur, et traducantur ad 
usum. 

Facy Paulum yelle Timotheum intentum esse lectioni 
Scripturarum ; falsum autem est, quasi tantum lectioni 
eum vellet esse intentum, et non explicationi etiam et 
applicationi Scripturae, et ratiocinationibus per conse- 
quentias ex ea ductis. Ista vero componenda ; non oppo- 
nenda. Immo, quia vult eum intentum esse lectioni, vult 
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eum non Bjllabis tantum Scriptune hsrere, sed mciw^^ob;, 
adhibitis principiis rationis, colligere, quid in Scriptuni 
ooDtineatur, et quid ex ea per sanas consequentias edud 
debeat vel inferri. 

H«c argumenta inartificiaUa ex Scriptura petita suffi- 
cere potsunt ad Karaaxmnfif assertionis orthodoxas de 
legitimo consequeDtiarum usu. 



DISPUTATIO XXVI. 
De Cansequeniiia* 

Jrgumenta inartificialia a nobis distributa sunt in ea, 
quae duci possunt 1. Ex Scriptura. 2. Ex AnHquUate 
probata. Prim argumentorum genus a nobis hactenus fdt 
excussum et vindicatuni. Restat posterius^ quod hac dis- 
putatione et discutiendum et vindicandum. Quod quidem 
argumentum non urgemus velut apodicticum in Scholis 
Theologicis, ubi sola auctoritas divina demonstrativa est. 

Argumentum istud ex antiquitate probata tale est : Quem 
modum procedendi observavit Ecclesia vetus orthodoxa, 
et Doctores ortbodoxi ad imitationem Christi et Apostolo- 
rum in defensione veritatis, quem modum contra damna- 
vere Haeretici subvertentes veritatem, is legitimus est. 
At usum ratiocinationum per consequentias observavit 
Ecclesia vetus orthodoxa, contra damnavere Haeretici. 

Primam probationem ducimus a praofi ConciUorum 
(Ecumenicorum. Concilium Niccenum CEcumenicum, 
1. indictum a Constantino Magno Anno JErsd Christ, 
cccxxv. probavit per consequentias to biMowrm ex Scrip- 
tura contra Arianos, negantes Christum debere dici bfiooti- 
0-ioy Patri. Sic Concilium Constantinopolitanum CEcume- 
nicum II. indictum a Theodosio I. vel Majore, Anno 
iGrae Christ, ccclxxxi. probavit divinitatem Spiritus 
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Sancti j^er consequentias ex Scriptura contra Macedonia- 
nos earn negantes. Sic Concilium Ephesinum CEcume^ 
mcum III. indictum a Theodosio II. vel MinorCf et 
Valentiniano, Anno JEvsd Christ, ccccxxxi. vel, ut volunt 
alii, ceccxxxiii. probavit et unitatem peraonae Christi» et 
Mariam Virginem esse iiorixov per consequentiaa ex Scrip- 
tura contra Nestorianos utrumque negantes. Sic Con- 
cilium ChcUcedonense (Ecumenicum IV. indictum a Mar- 
tiano Anno Mvsb Christ, cccli. duas in Christo natu- 
ras post unionem distinctas, reroanere, probavit per 
conseqtientias contra Eutychem et Dioscorum. His addi 
potest Concilium ConstantinopolUanam II. (Ecumenicum 
V. indictum a Justiniano anno ifiras Christ, dl, vel 
secundum alios dliii. quod probavit Patris, Filii, et Spi- 
ritus Sancti ^ftoouo-Zav, duplicem Verbi nativitatem, unum 
eundemque esse Deum, Verbum et Christumi et alia id 
genus per consequentiaa ex Scriptura ductas contra 
Tbeodor. Mopsuestenum et Sectarios alios. Sic Concilium 
Consiantinopolitanum III. quod est QBcumenicum VI. et 
vocatur etiam a quibusdam Sjnodus Trullana (a sacri 
palatii loco in quo coactum fuit,) indictum a Constantino 
Pogonato, anno Cbristi dclxxxi. probavit per conse- 
quentias ex Scriptura duas in Christo voluntates, divinam 
et humanam reperiri, contra Monotheletas. 

Secunda probatio ducitur a prawi Patrum Veterum 
laudatissimorum, qui ad Christi et Apostolorura imitatio- 
nem per consequentias ex Scriptura in confutandis Hsereticis 
et hseresibus processere. Ex quibus suiBcere possunt 
testimonia aliquot. Tertullianus libro de praescriptionibus 
cap. 17* monet non interpretanda esse verba Scripturse sine 
disciplina rationis. Sic Augustinus banc methodum dis- 
putandi doceti lib. i. contra Cresconium Grammaticum, 
cap. :i^iii« et sequentibus, et ipse adhibet contra Manichaeos, 
Arianos, Donatistas, Pelagianos, et alios. Sic lib. 2. de 
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frustra auribus nostris insonare, xoi wrra xiyw avw^eXjf xati 
avtyi^yvHTOv fiiveiv, Et diserte dicit, tales nolle nos to 
oKoXoviov Tw ?ieyofjLivwif (rxo^reiy, spectare conaeqaentiam die- 
torumy adeoque minas Verb! Dei in se implere; Audiendo 
audietiSf ei nan inteUigetis. 

DISPUTATIO XXVII. 
De Consequentiis. 

Abgumentis inartificialibus pro usu legitimo ratioci- 
nationum per consequentias in probandis fidei articulis, 
turn e Scriptura, turn ex antiquitate probata retro per- 
tractatis ; Progredimur ad argumenta artifidalia aliquot 
prsecipua, turn proponenda, turn vindicanda, pro methodi 
nostras instituto. 

Argumenta artifidalia distribui possunt in ostensiva et 
apagogica quorum ilia directe et a priori institutum coa« 
cludunt, ista indirecte et a posterioi'i. 

Argumentum artificiale ostensivum primum hoc est : 
Quod necessarium est ad quamvis veritatem vel elidendam 
vel probandam, id necessarium etiam est ad eliciendam et 
probandam veritatem articulorum fidei. Usus legitimus 
ratiocinationum per consequentias, necessarius est ad 
quamvis veritatem vel eliciendam vel probandam. Ergo 
in elicienda veritate necessarius est ratiocinationum per 
consequentias usus. Omne quod elicitur, elicitur ex aliquo 
principio, in quo virttuditer sive eminenter continetur. 
Quisqtie articulus fidei ex Scriptura elici potest, tai^uam 
ex hoc principio, v. g. Sacrosanctam Scripturam esse infaU 
libilem, quia est isimewTTosj atque ita ratiocinando, Deim^ 
esse infallibilem, adeoque quicquid a Deo inspiratum, per'* 
fectissimum esse. Divina natura et ens primum nee falli, 
nee fallere potest. 

Excipiat forte adversarius, incertum esse semper et 
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dubium, modum nostrum procedendi, give in eliciendo 
sive in probando, quia fallibilis est Intellectus noster et 
totus ejus processus. Ex fallibili vero principio nihil 
certi duci posse. 

Ipsa Scripturqe Sanctae litera expresse ratiocinationes 
per consequentias imperat. v. g. dum vult nos hgeufoiv scru- 
tari Scripturas, et ex Moyse ac Prophetis inferre, Jesum 
Nazarenum esse Messiam promissum, conferre Scriptutas^ 
omiiia probare et quae sunt alia id genus. Quia Deus 
vult nos uti intellectu in legendis et conferendis Scripiuris^ 
et cultum nostrum ex iis haustum, esse Xoyix^v Aatr^/av, 
non ofAoyoy, Rom. xii. 1, 3. 

Atque id insuper respondendum est, non ex potentia 
fallibilitatis semper inferendum actum. Non magis quam 
ex fallibilitate visus, vel auditus nostri, concludimus, nihil 
certi nos vel audire vel videre posse. 

Si vera sit objectio, sequitur, nihil certo a nobis intelligi 
posse, adeoque nos debere incertos esse, an sit Deus, an 
Messias, an Scriptura, an Ecclesia, et alia id genus indu- 
bitata, quae omnia blasphema sunt et impia. Si ex intel- 
lectu nostro ut fallibili etiam principio nihil certi duci 
potest^ illi qui sic sopfaisticantur nihil quicquam certo scire 
possunt. Sic axarakfi^loi et pyrrhonismus, vel scepticismus 
introducentur in Ecclesiam. 

Abusus ratiocinationum non confundendus est cum 
vero earum usu. Nee res considerata in se, et in abstracto 
damnanda ob perversam ejus applicationem in concreto. 
Ut itaque usum ratiocinationum legttimnm defendimus, 
sic illegitimum qualis hie adhibetur, aversamur. Et ut 
quaevis ratiocinatio suas habet leges, ad quas reduci, et 
secundum quas institui debet, sic et secundum easdem 
examinari debet pro diversa rei natura. Quo examine 
serio, ut oportet, instituto, patebit, istas ratiocinationes 

F 2 
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haudquaquam legitimas esse, quippe quse incurruDt in 
leges ejus et naturam suhjecti. 

Aliud enim est ratiocinatione uti, ut instrumento ad de- 
prehendendam veritatem connexionum^ aliud ea uti, ut 
mensura dogmatum, Prius fieri debet, posterius non item. 

Arma nostra sunt Scripturse Sacrae, et quse in iis 
est revelatio. Delectus tan turn et applicatio armorum 
istorum instituitur per ratiocinationes. unde non nostras 
ratiocinationes opponuntur Haereticorum ratiocinationibus, 
sed Scriptura per ratiocinationes necessarias explicata et 
applicata iis opponitur. 

Ut Christi vox audiatur, ratione utendum, scrutandae 
Scripturse, vox peregrina et mercenaria conferenda cum 
voce Christi, et discemenda ab ea, cavendum a fermento 
falsarum doctrinarum, et omnia media ilia adhibenda, 
quibus ab co quam optime nobis cavere possumus. 

DISPUTATIO XXVIII. 
De Consequentiis. 

Argumcnto primo artificiali ostensivo pro usu legitimo 
ratiocinationum per consequentias et proposito et vindicato, 
progredimur ad secundum^ quod pari ratione et proponen- 
dum et vindicandum. 

Argumentum vero istud tale est : Sine quo Veritas omnis 
in Scriptura contenta et nostro bono proposita cognosci 
non potest, illud necessarium est ad convenientem Scrip 
turse cognitionem. At sine usu ratiocinationum per con* 
sequentias Veritas omnis in Scriptura contenta et nostro 
bono proposita cognosci non potest. Ergo usus ratioci- 
nationum per consequentias necessarius est ad convenien-* 
tem Scripturse cognitionem. 

Aperte et explicite in Sacra Scriptura proposita suffix 
ciunt ad salutem, sed recte et intellecta et applicata ex 
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sensu ct intentione auctoris Scripturse. Sic verbi gratia, 
propositio, Omnis credens servabitur, aperte et explicite 
in Scriptura sacra tradita intelligi non potest, ut oportet, 
nisi per ratiocinationem, et nisi inquiratur, et consideretur 
quae sit fides quae exigitur, et qualis, et qui sint actus 
necessarii ut homo credat, quod etiam sit objectum fidei, 
vel quid sit credendum. 

Non abusum ratiocinationum vel probamus vel tuemur, 
sed tisum tantum ; nee consequentias educendas censemus 
nisi insitas, non illatasy illas, quae sunt in Scriptura, haud- 
qua^uam vero illas quae sunt in cerebro duntaxat ratioci- 
nantium. Obtentus, argutationes, sophisticationes ratioci- 
nantium vitia sunt, non ratiocinationis. 

Si illae ex Scriptura revera ductae sunt, ut oportet, 
recipiendae sunt una cum earum principio. 

Veritas sententiatum probanda est ex Scripturis, Veritas 
vero connexionum tantum per ratiocinationes exquirenda 
vel elucidanda. 

Non petitur ab Aristotele, materia nimirum vel Veritas 
dogmatumy sed tantum Veritas connexionum. Nee ratio- 
cinationum regulae Aristotelem auctorem habent, sed 
praeceptorum tantum, diu quippeante natum Aristotelem 
repertae, et lumine natural! erutae, adeoque a Deo ipso 
subministratae. 

DISPUTATIO XXX. 
De Consequentiis. 

Argumentis ostensivis pro legitimo usu ratiocinationum 
per consequentias in Scholis Theologicis retro et propo- 
sitis et vindicatis, adjicimus argvmenta qucedam apagogica^ 
pro methodi nostras institutp, ducentia ad absurda eos, qui 
istiim procedendi modum in omnibus disciplinis usitatum 

proscribunt. 

Argumentum primvm apagogicum est. Quo sublato tol- 
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litur turn necesaaria veri confinnatio, turn neoessaiia falsi 
oonfutatio, illud sine absurditate negari non potest. Atqui 
sublato usu legitimo ratiocinatiooum per oonsequentias, tol- 
liCur turn necessaiia veri coiifimiatio, turn necessaria falsi 
OQDfutaiio. Ergo ille sine absurditate negan non potest. 

Ai^mentatio nulla dari possit sine usu ratiocinationum 
per consequentias, nee illatio, nee erroris uUius reYictio. 
ArgumenUUionem nuUam sine consequentia dari posse, 
Qotum omnibus illis qui nondum sere layantur : Nee iUa- 
tiamem ullam sine oonsequentiis statuendam esse; v. g. 
adulterium nobis esse fugiendum* quia a Deo prohibitum, 
sobrietati studendum, quia est a Deo imperata. Errorum 
etiam revictio dari nequit, nisi ratiocineris, boc dogma esse 
erroneum, quia opponitur yeritati in Scriptura oontentss, 
verum autem vero contrarium esse noo potest, nee duo 
contradictoria simul vera, et quae sunt alia id genus. 

Exc. 1. Ex sola Scripture litera posse haberi sufficiea- 
tem veri confirmationem, et falsi confutationem. 2. Ex- 
pedire omnem disputationem de rebus fidei tollere, ad^oque 
et id per quod instruuntur et foventur disputaticmeSf 
3. Methodum disputandi posse ex arte, ratiocination's per 
consequentias docente, b^riri^ sed non «aateriam. 4}. Rest 
fidei credendas simpliciter ut rev^latas, nan ut demoor 
stratas per ratiocinationes. 

At leviaista et nullius commatis. Ad 1. Exc. Resp. 1. 
Peti TO ffv ocgxjl9 ut patet turn ex confirmationem e. g. tou 6jm,o- 
owcr/ou Filii et Spiritus Sancti cum Patre, processionis Spiri- 
tus a Filio, abrogationis Sabbathi Judaici, et a]iis i4 genus: 
turn ^x confutationey verbi gratia, impi^tatum j^lcorani, et 
pe];tiQaci8e Judseorum de observandis ceremoniis et culiu. 
legali *'veteri<. 2. Supponitur lalsum, dari vel ullam veri 
confirmationem, vel ullam falsi confutationem, sine sup- 

* Quippe quae terminis terminantibus in Scripture nee confinnan- 
tur neque oonfutantur. 
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positionibus id genus, sell. Idem non posse simul essey et non 
esse, contradictoria non posse simul esse veray Scriptores 
sacros nee deceptos fuisse, nee decipere posse, ut ieomwarovs, 
et quae sunt alia id genus. 

Ad ^. £xc« Resp. 1. Feccari vel falsa suppositione, vel 
elencho a dicto secundum qtdd; expedit sane disputationes 
yarias toUi, quae nimirum vel temeritate humana sine causa 
moventur, vel pertinacia et contendendi libidine foventur 
sed haudquaquam expedit omnem disputationem tolli 
necessariam, partim ad veri confirmationem, partim ad 
falsi revictionem» prout et a Prophetis interdum dispu- 
tatum, et a Christo, et ab Apostolis. S. Peccatur sup^ 
positione falsa alia, omnem disputationem institui contra 
Adversarios. At qusedam instituitur partim ad neces- 
sariam nostri et institutionem de vero, partim ad nostro- 
rum confirmationem in eo. Haudquaquam itaque pro- 
scribendum est id, per quod instituitur omnis disputatio. 
3. Peccatur paralogismo accidentia^ aliud enim est, con- 
siderare id quod per se expedit, aliud quod saepe expedit 
per accidens^ his vel illis positis. Sic multis saepe ratio- 
cinationibus per consequentias opus haudquaquam foret, 
absque Adversariorum multorum erroribus et pertinacia 
essetj et aliud est, loqui de eo quod expedit, sublato omni 
errore, haeresi, contradictione, aliud, loqui de eo quod 
expedit iis praesuppositis, qualia et semper data, et semper 
adhuc dari, obvium est omnibus. 

Ad 3. Exc. Resp. 1. Per concessioneniy methodum dis- 
putandi et posse et debere hauriri ex arte, ratiocinationes 
per consequentias docente. 2. Per negationem, Materiam 
disputandi ex ea a nobis peti, vel peti debere, quum 
distinguamus aperte inter veritatem connewionum et veri* 
totem dogmatumf cum AttgustinOy et illam duntaxat ex arte 
disputandi arcessamus, istam ex Scriptura. 
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Ad 4. £xc« Besp. 1. Peccari paraiogumo wet^ ri hwofu- 
9oy. Si rc8 fidei simpliciter sint credendse : Ergo usu ratio- 
anatioDum per consequentias opus non esse. Immo et 
cruta per consequentias necessarias ex Scriptura credenda. 
i. Peccatur elencho em particularibus^ nee enim omnes res 
fidei simpliciter in Scriptura proponuntur, sed per con- 
sequentias ex ea saepe sunt eruendae, ut supra de o/xoouo-fai 
et processione Spiritus Sancti demonstratum. Ergo et 
per eas credendae. S. Peccatur paralogismo opposUarum. 
Nee enim opponuntur ista, credere aliquid simpliciter ut 
revelatum, et credere id ut demonstratum per ratiocina- 
tiones, quia illse ipsae ratiocinationes docent, hoc vel illud 
credendum, quia in Scriptura revelatum, quamris non 
airoK^A et totidem Syllabis, x^ayjxarixco^ tamen et ovrw^. 
Adeoquc ratio Jbrmalia, sub quaaliquidcredendum,eadem 
semper manet, nimirum divina rcvelatio, quamvis accedant 
ratiocinationes ut inatrtimenta, 

Argumentum secundum apagogicum est. Sine quo nee 
jithei convinci, nee infideies ad religionem Christianam 
adduci possunt, nee Hieretici ab erroribus suis abduci, nee 
Fanatici rctundis illud tolli sine absurditate non potest. 
At sine usu iegitimo ratiocinationum per consequentias, nee 
Athei convinci possunt, nee Infideies ad Religionem Chris- 
tianam adduci, nee Hieretici ab erroribus suis abduci; nee 
Fanatici retundi* Ergo usus ratiocinationum id genus sine 
absurditate tolli non potest. 

Majoris consequentia patet. Nee enim Deus nos voluit 
destitutos esse mediis necessariis partim ad Atheorum^ 
partim ad Infidelium^ partim ad Heereticorum, partim ad 
Fanaticorum convictionem, sine quibus nee Veritas defendi 
potest, nee Ecclesia se tueri contra Adversaries suos. 

Minor probatur per partes. 1. Quoad Atheos, quia 
illi primo per naturam revincendi. Qui vero id fieri potest 
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sine usu ratiocinadonum per oonsequentias, nve natarie 
habeatur ratio, quae objective est extra nos, sive ejus quae 
subjective est in nobis. Priori modo argumentatione opus ab 
effectu ad causam. Sic a visibilibus mundi (prseeunte ipso 
etiam Apostolo, Rom. i. ^) ad invisibilia Dei, ut ex 
e£Pectibus ad causam, et ex magnitudine effectuum ad 
magnitudinem causes cognoscendam ducimur. Posteriori 
modo, qui urgcri possunt ex a-uvnfigr^ei principiorum naturae 
impressorum, et ex conscientiae actibus ac cogitationibus 
partim (zccusantibtis partim excusantibus^ sine usu ratio- 
cinationum per consequentias ? Immo qui non ratiocina- 
tiones omnes id genus eludere possunt isto argumento, ra- 
tiones per consequentias non adhibendas in probanda fide ? 
2. Quoad InfdeleSf quo nomine complectimur partim 
GentileSf partim Turcas^ partim JndcBos: Qui poterunt 
revinci, verbi gratia, Gentiles multi, Deum non esse cor- 
poreum, non esse plures Deos, et alia id genus, sine 
ratiocinationibus per consequentias, verbi gratia, corporeum 
non posse esse ens primum vel si\mmum, utpote composi- 
tum: Non posse dari plura intinita, omnipotentia, &c. Sic 
qui ostendi poterant et contradictiones Mahummedis, et 
falsitates Alcorani sine ratiocinationibus per consequen- 
tias ? Substernenda semper principia ista, idem non posse 
esse verum et falsum, absurda et inepta et impia non posse 
esse a Deo summe sapiente et summe bono, et alia id 
genus. Sic qui Judueis probabit Christianus uUus sine 
usu ratiocinationum per consequentias, Jesum Nazarenum 
esse Messiam ? An non, quum avroXs^i) id haudquaquam 
reperiatur in Scriptura Testamenti Veteris, ratiocinandum : 
Cui soli competunt omnia Criteria Messiae, a Mose et 
Prophetis praedicta, is est solus et verus Messias: Jesu 
Nazareno soli conveniunt, &c. Ergo est solus verus Messias. 
Sic nee ro 6fMov<rm personarum, nee abrogationem Sabbathi, 
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eireumcisioDis, oeremoniarums nee incftmatioiiis Christi 
veiiiatem, uIUs Judaeis sine ratiocinationum per conse- 
queutias usu uUus unquam probabit* 

Sic nullii HareiieiMf v. g» Samosatenianis persuaderi 
unquam sine ratiocinatione per oonsequentias poterit, vel 
Filium et Spiritum Sanctum esse Patri ^f^oouo-ion, vel Chris- 
tum assumpsitse naturam humanam in oommunianem suae 
hjpostaseos, vel Tere et proprie satisfecisse pro nobis» vel 
justitiam» satisfactionem exigentem» esse Deo easentialem> 
▼el alia id genus. 

Sed qui Fanatici Enthusiasmos, somnia, reveladoDea el 
alia id genus obtrudentes revind poterunt nisi ratiocinatione 
instituta, talia oontradicere Scripturse, adeoque nee yeta; 
esse posse, nee a Deo profecta? Sublato itaque isto 
procedendi modo in Scholia Theologicis, nee onuies isti 
hostes Ecclesise revind possunt, nee ulla Veritas Slis 
demonstrari quam non facile de pulmone et ex imis fibris 
se revelkre posse putent» exdpiendo, Frobationes vel 
revictiones nostras, ratiocinationes per consequentias esse, 
adeoque nee solidas^ nee urgentes. 

£xc. 1. Tales judicio Dei relinquendos, nee ob illos qui 
extra Ecelesiam sunt, turbandam Ecdesiam. 2. £o ipso, 
quia talia retorqueri possunt contra ratiocinationes et con«- 
sequentiis, lis utendum non esse. 3. Opponendam talibus 
Ecclesifle verse authoritatem, antiquitatem, miracula, vel 
simpliciter verbunk scriptum, si istis non credant, eos suse 
pertinacise permittendos esse, et ejusdem daturos pccnas. 
4i. Si porta ista aperiatur disputandi per ratiocinationes ex 
coosequentiis vel Atheis, vel Infidelibusj vel HcBreticiSj vel 
Fanaticis^ eos omnia ratioeinationibus et argumentationibus 
similibus eversuros, quae ipsis possint opponi. 

Sed nequicquam ista obtenduntur errori. Ad 1. Exc. 
Resp* 1* IW»ri falaa atippoHiione et a dieia* secundum 
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quid ; imma vero tales, quantum fieri potest, lucrifadendi 
Domino, instruendi, moue^di, ad Deum adduoendi. 
P«rtinaces demum, serio ac sepe moniti, relinquendi judicio 
Dei, non simpliciter negligendi. 2. Peccatur itidem falsa 
suppositioney hoc procedendi modo turbari Ecclesiam, imo 
sic juvatur ilia et defenditur. Ut enim turbatur ratio- 
cinationum abusu, sic juvatur earum usu. 

Ad % £xc. Resp. 1. Peccari pcnralqgismo icoLqoL rh hr^fAtvov 
et a dicto secundum quid. Nee enim talia vere et de jure 
retorqueri possunt, sed de facto tantum, idque non 
simplicntar, sed ex hypothesis ratiocinationibus per conse- 
que&tias in rebus fidei utendiim non esse. Handquaquam 
vero sequitur, usum ratiocinationum id genus proscriben- 
ckim ob aboFum abusum. 2. Su{^nitur falsum, retorsiones 
id genus non posse ve) erroris vel absurditatis argui a 
defensoribus veritatis. 

Ad d. £xc« Resp. 1. Fer negaOonem^ taMbus autbori- 
tatem Eccksise opponi posse, qui ve) negant absolute esse 
Ecclesiam, vel secundum quid, banc Ecctesiam, quas se 
dicit esse Ecclesiam, esse veram Ecclesiam, quod ipsum 
probanftuim est argumentis, adeoque adhtbpta ratiocinatione 
ex consequendis. % Per negaiionem^ vel antiquitatem, vel 
miracula, vel alia id genus esse motivu/m^ aut primum, 
aut praecipuum, quo revinci' debeant hostes veritatis. 
3. Peccatur faha hypothesis verbum scriptum talibus 
opponi posse, sine usi» ratiocinationum aliquarum per 
consequentias. 

Ad 4. Exc. Resp. 1. Peccari elencho acddentisy 
oppositio sane ratiocinationum id genus, et earum 
abusus per acddens sequetur earum usum, non per se. 
2. Supponitur falsum, falsas ratiocinationes nee sisli 
tandem posse, nee everti. 3. Supponitur falsum aliud, 
eventum prsestari in talibus dcbere, non qfficium, nee 
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sufficere defensoribus veritatis, ut satisfaciant caustB^ 
quamvis non satisfaciant per§qn%8^ ut veritatis decisionem 
dent formalem^ quamvis non consequatur eventualis^ non 
ratiocinationum defcctu sed ratiocinantium. 



DISPUTATIO XXXI. 
De Consequentiis. 

Argumentis apagogicis^ vel ducentibus ad absurdum, 
hactenus pertractatis, adjicimus adhuc sequentia et veri- 
tati sententise nostrse, et absurditati sententise oppositse 
luculentius demonstrandse. 

Argdmentum tertium apagogicum tale est : Quo sublato 
toUitur funditus omnis certitudo in Religione, omne stu- 
dium pietatis et cultus Dei, id haudquaquam sine gravi 
absurdo toUi potest. At sublato usu ratiocinationum per 
consequentias tollitur omnis certitudo in Religione, omne 
studium pietatis, et cultus Dei. Ergo is sine gravi absurdd 
tolli non potest. 

Majoris consequentia sua luce patet. Miruyr probatur. 
Quo sublato nee credenda, nee facienda certo nobis con- 
stare possunt, nee an cultus noster Deo sit gratus, eo 
sublato tollitur omnis certitudo in Religione, et omnis Dei 
cultus. At sublato usu ratiocinationum per consequentias 
nee credenda nee facienda certo nobis constare possunt, 
nee an cultus noster Deo gratus sit. Ergo eo sublato 
tollitur omnis certitudo in Religione, imo omne studium 
pietatis et cultus Dei. 

Majoris in prosyllogismo consequentia probatione haud- 
quaquam eget. Minor probatur per partes. 1. De ere- 
dendis : Si ncc principium essendi Sacrae Theologiae, nee 
principium cognoscendi^ nee sub utroque intelligenda 
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certo nobis constare possunt sine usu ratiocinationum per 
consequentiasy sequitur eo sublato credenda certo nobis 
constare non posse. Verum prius. Ergo et posteriu^.- 
Major denuo demonstrationis non eget. Minor probatur. 
1. Principium essendi Sacrae Theologiae est Deus Triunus 
Qui vero Deum personis Trinum, essentia unum esse ulli 
certo constare potest sine ratiocinationum per conse- 
quentias usu, quum id udToKe^e) vel totidem syllabis in 
tota Scriptura haudquaquam exstet? Deum vero non 
Triunum agnoscere vel colere, est Idolum agnoscere vel 
colere, non verum Deum. 2, Principium cognoscendi 
pari ratione certo nobis constare non potest, nisi ratioci- 
natione adhibita per consequentias. v. g. Libros ^t stu- 
pendis prophetiis multis seculis ante eventus ipsos patefactis 
refertos, et sanctissimis prseceptis plenos, et omnem 
impietatem ac impuritatem damnantes, et incomparabili 
majestatis ac simplicitatis temperamento conceptos, et: 
harmonia admiranda doctrinse, quamvis diversissjmis et 
locis et temporibus et instrumentis scriptos, sibi constantes, 
omnem antiquitatem humanorum scriptorum longe tran- 
scendentesy et eorum a quibus scripti naevos et tjfrrlfjMTa^ 
gravia etiam peccata libere et ingenue detegentes, et 
conscientiam lectoris pii miro modo afficientes, non posse 
non esse divinos, et a Deo inspiratos. 8. Pari ratione stib 
utroque principio intelligenda sine ratiocinationum per 
'Consequentias usu seque nobis constare non possunt, verbi 
gratia, Deum esse summe simplicem, infinitum essentia 
seque ac virtute, sunune et immutabiliter bonum, adeoque 
qui mali causa esse nequit nee Physica nee Ethica, qui, 
justitia peccati vindicatrix essentialis sit, et qui summum. 
et auTOK^arogixov de creaturis omnibus disponendi jus 
habeat, et alia id genus. Sic libros istos sacros principium 
et regulam fidei nostrae esse; illis consona, admittenda, illis 
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dissona, rejicienda esse, falK illoB non pome nee falletie, qui 
lis contenta docent, et illis hserent, nemini oerto cotistare 
possunt sine usu ratiocinationum per consequentias. 

Sic necfacienda^ cimittendave nobis certe constate posse 
sine usu ratiocinationum per consequentias eridens est, 
e. g. Nee Idola Gentiltum Satumum, Martem, idolokt" 
tria directa adoranda, nee verum Deum per Idola eo)endum 
nobis esse idcUolatria indirecia^ nee Sabbathum septimae 
diei sed primse observandum, nee Titio nee Sempronio 
adulterium admittendum vel furtum, eleemosynam vero 
ab utroque dandam, et alia similia. Adeoque sublato usa 
ratiocinationum per consequentias, subvertitur omnis certi- 
tudo in Religione et quoad credenda et qunkd facienda, 

Studium etiam pietatis et cultum omnem Dei sic tolli, 
ex eo patet, quia sine usu isto, Msevius vel Titius idoH 
cultor aut profanus certo scire non possunt, impietatem 
suam Deo displicere, et sibi incumbere judicium Dei eo 
nomine. Sempronius contra aut alius Deum vere et pure 
ex prsescripto colens, scire non potest, se Deo rem gratam 
prsestare, et Deum sibi esse et fore propitium, quamdiu 
ipBum eo modo colat. Quae omnia omnem religionem et 
cultum Dei et studium pietatis funditus tollunt. 

Exc. 1. Prindpium essendi satis constare ex Kt^ra 
Scripturse, Deum esse, et ilium esse Patrem, Filium, et 9pi^ 
ritum Sanctum. S. Prindpium cognascendif hoc est, Kbros 
sacros divinos esse, pariter satis constare ex litera Scrip- 
turse, quum omnis Scriptura dicatur is^irywvro$. 3. Deum' 
dicere, esse^ omnia ista prsedicata simul dicere ; Seriptaraan 
etiam immensitatem Dei diserte commemorare, bonitatem 
etiam et potentiam. 4. Libros istos sacros regulam unshm «t 
solam vel adequatam esse, non esse ex credendis (seetmdutti 
alios) inspirationes et Enthusiasmos excludi debere ; secun- 
dum alios Eeclesise traditiones adjiciendas esse. 5. Faeienda 
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et omittenda satis ex Pecalogo constare. 6. Studium 
pietatis universaliter imperari, impietatis damnari, illud 
Deo gratum^ istud exosum esse, satis aperte dici, adeoque 
cultum Dei satis stabiliri, et stabilitum relinqui etiam 
sine ratiocinationum per consequentias usu. 

Haudquaquam vero vel ista vel alia id genus a no- 
bis dictis intercedunt. Ad primam Exceptionem Resp. 
1. 'AfvijrfxoD^, per negationem, hoc ipsum nobis constare 
posse sine usu ratiocinationum per consequentias: verbi 
gratia, Scripturam a Deo esse ob characteres quos impressos 
habet notum est, et quod a Deo docetur, non posse non 
esse verum. Quod tale^, credendum est mihi, et aliis. 
S. ]Sc^)/;p^etf^nx6uf, Per conceaaUmemy demus, satis constare 
ex litera Scripturae et Deuni esse, et ilium esse Patrem, 
Filium, et Spiritum Sanctum. An vero secundum literam 
docetur et auroXe^ff), Deum esse unum essentia, trinum 
personis ? An non consequentise hie ducend», et necessarise 
et apertse a nominibus, proprietatibus, et oacvriXhriMun Dei ? 
An non opus ratiocinatione, naturam Dei non posse esse 
nisi unam, siroplicissimam, quippe et infinitam, et primani, 
Patrem ergo Filium et Spiritum Sanctum non posse esse 
tres Deos : et, cum prsedicata personarum characteristica 
adscribantur Patri, Filio, et Spiritui Sancto, eos esse 
personas : et quia proprietates characteristicse distinctae 
illis adscribuntur, eos esse personas distinctas. 

Ad 2. £xc. Resp. 1. 'A^vixflo;, per negationem, princi- 
pium cognoscendi esse divinum, hoc est) libros sacros esse 
divinos vel a Deo inspiratos, nobis constare certo posse sine 
interventu ratiocinationum per consequentias. Verbi gratia, 
Istam Scripturam veram esse quas hoe dicit, quia habet 
xgn^gioL veritatis infallibilis in seipsa, argumentatione arti- 
Jlciali instituta, istam Scripturam deSiFwv(rrov esse, hos ipsos 
libros propositos pro talibus habendos. Quod 6eQinm<rr&if est, 
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et infallibile esse, et mihi credendum et quae sunt alia id 
genus. 2. 'Svy^oofiiTixo^, per concessumem^ demus hoc con- 
stare posse ex litera Scripturse, haudquaquam tamen 
constare potuit antecedentery scd consequenter tantum, 
praemissis nimirum istis ratiocinationibus. 

Ad S. Exc. Resp. 1. Per concessionem Deum dicere, 
esse omnia Dei prsedicata siinul dicere, sed non sine ratio- 
cinatione per consequentias istas vel alias. Deum esse, esse 
ens primum, esse, et summum, adeoque summe unum, et 
per consequens summe simplex. Peccatur itaque eleneho 
a dicto secundum quid, et hoc ipsum retorquetur Korei ro 
/3/aioy. 2. Per negationenif vel simplicitatem vel immen- 
sitatem essentise Dei in Script ura auroAs^st exprimi quam- 
vis doceantur per consequentias necessarias et invictas, et 
quae eandem vim habent, ac si ipsa Scripturse litera ex- 
pressa forent totidem syllabis. Sic falsum, literft Scripturse 
exprimi, Deum immutabiliter bonum esse, non posse 
esse causam mali, justitiam peccati vindicatricem Deo 
essentialem esse, et Deum auroxgarogixov in creaturas omnes 
jus habere pro arbitrio de singulis disponendi. 

Ad 4. Exc. Resp. 1. Peccari contradictione in adjectOf 
et statui appositum An opposito, Scripturam esse regulam, 
et non esse vel unam, vel summam, vel adaequatam; quod 
enim non tale, regula non est, et sic definitum datur et ever- 
titur definitio. 2. Petitur to h ^x^, vel inspirationes et 
Enthusiasmos Fanaticorum partem regulae istius facere, vel 
supra aut extra regulam iilam esse, vel traditiones ^clesiae 
hoc nomine et obtentu obtrudendas esse, quippe quum et 
inspirationes internae, et traditiones omnes externaeEccle- 
siasticae regulata sint vel regulandoj (ut liceat nobis /So^/So- 
^(^eiv) non regula. Et vel istae sive inspirationes interna?, sive 
traditiones externae subordinatiB sint Scripturse et illi con- 
formes, vel opposiice : si prius, admitti possunt, sed post 
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examen ad regulam illam Scripturae institutum. Si poste- 
riusy rejici debent, nee enim Spiritus Dei potest esse ita vel 
Hon. Etsi Angelas e ccelo etiam annuntiaret aliud Evan- 
geHum, deberet ille nobis esse anathema. 

Ad 5. Exc. Resp. 1. Per ctmcesszanem^ facienda et 
omittenda satis ex Decalogo constare, sed implicite non 
explicite^ per usum ratiocination um per consequentias. 
Peccatur itaque Elencho a dicto secimdum quid, 2. Per 
negaiionem; omnia facienda vel omittenda ex Decalogi 
Htera haberi posse. At cum prseceptis vel prohibitis diserte, 
et antecedentia comprehendenda sunt et consequential et 
causae et occasiones. Et una virtus prsecepta plures alias 
in se continet, vitium unum prohibitum plura alia : Sub 
a£Brmativis praeceptis intelligenda etiam negativa: Sub nega- 
ti vis etiam affirmativa,et comprehendendse virtutesoppositse 
vitiis, et vitia opposita virtutibus. Actus intemi etiam 
conjungendi cum externis, et quae sunt alia id genus. Quae 
omnia sine usu ratiocinationum per consequentias nee erui 
possunt ex Decalogo, nee intelligi. 

Ad 6. Exc. Resp. I. Per oancessumemj siudium pie- 
tatis universaliter imperari, impietatis damnari, illud Deo 
gratum, istud exosum dici, sed in genere et indefinite, et 
quoad res et quoad personas. S. Per negatUmem^ vei 
nngularem multorum actuum pietatis aut impietatis desig- 
nationem, vel applieationem istius declarationis Scripturae 
generalis et indefinitae institui posse a singulis personis, sine 
usu ratiocinationum per consequentias. Sine istis itaque 
cultus Dei haudquaquam relinquitur stabilitus, ut par est. 
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DISPUTATIO XXXII. 
De Consequentiis. 

Sequitur argumentum qvartum et ultimum apagogicum 
astruendo legitimo ratiocinationum per coDsequentias usui. 
Illud vero tale est : Quo sublato nee JnabapHHa, 
nee PorUyicUf nee ulli alii quiequam contra Religionem 
Beformatam probare, nee dogmata sua tueri^ vel nostra 
impugnare possunt, illad tolli ab lis sine absurditate non 
potest. At sublato usu ratiocinationum per consequentias 
nee AnabapixsUJBy nee Pontyiciif nee ulli alii quiequam 
contra Religionem Reformatam probare possunt, nee rel 
dogmata sua tueri, vel nostra impugnare : Ergo usus iste 
ab illis tolli sine absurditate nequit. 

II. Majoris coneequentia patet, argumento institute ad 
haminemf et xxrci ro /Sioiov adversariis impacto, ut qui 
censent se jure et solide dogmata sua contra nos tueri, et 
nostra oppugnare. 

III. Minor 9 scil . neutrum illos sine usu ratiocinationum per 
consequentias prsestare posse, probatur prius in genere de 
utrisque : Quia et Anabaptistee et Pontificii utuntur ai^go* 
mentis et illationibus. Nullum rero argumentum formaii 
potest, nulla illatio institui sine usu ratiocinationum per 
consequentias. 

y IV. In specie probatur inductione de singulis ; Verbi 

gratia^ AnabaptisUB paedobaptismum esse illicitum ex 
eo probant, quia Ghristus preemissam voluerit institu* 
tionem et doctrinam administrationi baptismi^ cujus hi^ 
fantes non sunt capaces, Matt, xxviii. 19, 20. Sic Christi 
naturam humanam non esse ex substantia Marise Virginis 
probant ex eo, quod secundtis homo dicatur coslestia vel e 
coelo opposite ad primum hominem qui dicitur esse e terra, 
1 Corinth, xv. 5, 4S. Sic Pontificiiy ut probent Pontifi- 
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cem Romanum esse caput vel fundamentum Ecclesise, 

id probant ex eo, quia Christus Petrum vocarit vel con- 

stituerit Petram vel fundamentum Ecciesiae. Sic probant 

Ecclesiam Romanam non posse errare, quia Paulus Eocle- 

siam vocet oolumnam et firmamentum veritatis. Baptis- 

mum esse necessarium, quia sine aqua et spiritu nemo 

possit ingredi in r^num cselorum. Votum paupertatis 

esse legitimum, quia Christus dixerit juveni* vade et 

vende omnia. Anti-Christum nondum venisse, quia Enocb 

et Elias nondum apparuerint. Inductio ista dilatari posset 

per dogmata omnia quae affirmantur sive ab Anabaptistis^ 

sive a Pontificiis. Eadem est ratio omnium illorum dogma* 

turn, quae impugnant in Ecclesiis Orthodoxis ; oerbi 

gratia, de usu Scripturae Testamenti Veteris, de jura- 

mentis, &c. Sic de judice controversiarum, de numero 

sacramentorum, de imperfectione sanctificationis, de re* 

jectione meritorum, sive de congruo, sive de oondigno, 

et quae sunt alia id genus, quae ab illis sine ratiocination um 

per consequentias usu oppugnari haudquaquam possunt. 

Unde vel usus ille relinquendus, vel sequitur omnia illorum 

argumenta contra Ecclesias Orthodoxas una eademque 

opera everti, et ex una parte Anabaptisticorum scriptorum 

Scripta agonistica, ex altera vasta ilia BeUarminif Perronii^ 

Beoanif Vakntue et aliorum volumina concidere, qui sive 

ex Scriptura, sive ex Concilits aut Patribus, sive ex tra- 

ditione aliquid aut probatum eant, aut in nobis impug- 

natum^ id nee instituunt, nee instituere possunt sine usu 

ratiocinationum per consequentias. Aggrediatur etiam 

aliqnis ex Pontificiis, verbi gratia, probationem purgatorii, 

Missarum, induigentianrai) potestatis Papce sine isto in- 

strumento, quos hie conjungimus cum Anabaptistis, om-^ 

nes in eundero errorem erranty quum de istis omnibus ipsi 

fateri oc^ntur, nihil cwroXi^t) exstare in Scriptura. 

g2 
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V. Exc. 1. Non esse necessariam operosam dogmatum, 
articulonim fidei probationem. Fidem requiri et assen- 
sum ultroneum et nudum, non extortum per demonstra- 
tiones, sed innitentem authoritati Ecclesise. IS. Non esse 
etiam necessariam dogmatum erroneorum confutationem : 
sine ilia multos salvari posse. 3. Satis esse, dogma Scriptures 
litera expressum tueri, vel non expressum rejicere, nee se 
oppugnari posse sine usu ratiocination um per conse- 
quentias, quas rejiciant. Patrum multorum expressa verba 
Bufiicere nobis confutandis. 5. Ecclesise infallibilitatem 
subvenire fallibilitati ratiocinationum per consequentias, et 
sic eas firmari, casuras caeteroquin vel errori aut contra- 
dictioni obnoxias futuras sine ea. Data igitur infallibili 
aliqua authoritate dirigente in Ecclesia, usum ratiocina- 
tionum istarum interdum tolerari posse, sublata baud- 
quaquam. Hinc se certos esse posse de suis consequentiis^ 
et earum firmitate, nos non item de nostrarum illationum 
certitudine et veritate. 6. Vel argumentum hoc verum 
esse, quod a nobis hie nectitur, vel falsum. Si verum, 
debere nos optare, ut tollatur usus ratiocinationum per 
consequentias, quia sic contra nos nihil probari possit, nee 
errores nostri revinci. Sic sit falsum, illud a nobis frustra 
opponi, imo opponendum non esse. 7. Pari modo semper 
se regerere posse contra probationes nostras, nihil illis certo 
probari ob fallibilitatem intellectus nostri utentis ratiocina- 
tionibus per consequentias. 

VI. Sed nee ista tanti sunt, ut argumenti propositi vim 
eludere ullo modo possint, quod ex singularum exceptio- 
num confutatione patebit. Ad i. Exc. Resp. 1. Peccari igna-^ 
ratione elenchi^ vel paralogismo a dicto secundum quid. Nee 
enim quaestio, an operosa probatio necessaria sit ad 
dogmatum vel articulorum fidei receptionem vel ad- 
missionem, et an ilia dari possit sine usu ratiocinationum 
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per consequentias. 2. Peccatur eUncho voiqoL rh hrifuvov et 
oppositarumj fidem requiri ; Ergo non usum ratiocina- 
tionum per consequentias. Iste enim antecedenter requi- 
ri tur, ilia consequenter, et opus est, primo bene cognoscatur 
id quod eredendum, antequam sequi possit vel assensus vel 
fiducia. 5. Supponitur falsa hypothesis, fidem consistere 
in nudo assensu, quod est frgaorov 4^81^;, et fidem extorqueri 
per demonstrationem, ex sententia nostra, quod falsum^ 
qui scimus et profitemur fidem esse donum Dei, et 
habitum infusum, sed et scimus, antecedere ordinarie 
media varia, inter quas est meditatio verbi Dei, et illatio 
uniusex alio ratiocinationesex consequentiis. 4. Supponitur 
itidem falsum, vel fidem nostram inniti debere authoritati 
Ecclesise, adeoque authoritati humanae, non divinse imme- 
diate, qualem habet Scriptura Sacra, vel posse aliquid 
inniti authoritati ipsius Ecclesise, sine prsevio usu ratioci- 
nationum per consequentias, scil. Ecclesiae infallibilitatem 
competere, et authoritatem supremam in terris, ob assisten- 
tiam Spiritus Sancti perpetuam ilU promissam, k quo 
ducatur in omnem veritatem* l&t illam ipsam Ecclesiam, 
quae se dicit talem authoritatem habere, esse illam Eccle- 
siam cui promissiones illae sunt factas, et xgirrigioi ejus, 
et istas promissiones esse veras et certo implendas,^ hoc 
sensu et fine quippe factas. Sic Scripturam, quae e^ 
proponit, esse infallibilem, eo quod sit ie^frvevaros. Nisi 
enim ista, vel media alia praemittantur, (quamvis falso a 
Pseudo-Ecclesia vindicentur suo corpori) assensus ille 
obtineri non potest. 

VII. Ad 2. Exc. Resp. 1 . Suyp^cogijTixa); per concessionemj 
non esse necessariam confutationem formalem dogmatum 
erroneorum, quasi ab omnibus et singulis instituendam. 
% 'AgwiTiKwgfper negattonem^ eam non esse necessariam D^ 
seryis in Ecclesia, quae tamen sine usu ratiocination um per 
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oonsequentias institui nequit. Peccatur ig^tur paralogismo 
ex particulariius. 8. Peccatur eUncho a dieto secundum 
quid; Aliud enim est, necessariam esse confutationem 
dogmatum erroneorumi aliud necessariam esse eorum 
rejectioiieni. Prior haudquaquam necessaria est omnibusy 
posterior necessaria est ; Nee enim verum et fakum simul 
a fidelibus tenendum est, vel Christi et Anti-Christi vox 
etsi opposita simul habenda pro vera. 

VIII. Ad S. £xc. Resp. 1. Peti ri h oifxVt ^tis esse, 
dogma aliquod Scripturat litera expressum tueri, non 
expressum rejicere. Et narA ri /S/atyoy retorquetur et in 
Anabaptistas et in Pontificios. Probent Anabaptists 
litera Scriptune expressum esse, v. g. Christum noram et 
inauditam ante doctrinam docuisse: Christum perfectiorem 
legem proposuisse ; Legem non habuisse nisi promissiones 
terrenas. Scripturam Veteris Testam. hodie ncm nobis 
esse necessariam, imo ad nos non pertinere. Corpora nostra 
non resurrectura eadem quoad substantiam. Probent 
Pontifidi expressa Scriptune litera doceri, vel Missas, vel 
limbos, vel purgatorium, vel Pontificis sui authoritatem in 
spiritualibus et temporalibus, vel ullum privilegium 
EcclesisK Romanse concessum prae Ecclesiis aliis. Sic si ea 
quae non expressa sunt litera Scriptune, rejici debent, 
reliqua pleraque dogmata et Anabaptistarum, et Ponti- 
ficiorum rejicienda erunt. 2. Supponi vel falsam hypO" 
thesin^ usum ratiocination um per consequentias rejiciendum, 
qua talem. Rejiciendus ille tantum qua vitiosus, et 
quando demonstratur eum esse vitiosum. Nee qusestio 
quid rejiciant Advcrsarii defetcto^ sed quid rejicere debeant 
et possint dejure. 

IX. Ad 4. Exc. Resp. 1. Supponi falsam hypotkestrij 
Patrum dicta vel auroWio-Tde esse vel authentica, et omnia ab 
iis probata, probanda a nobis, vel rejecta ab illis, rejicienda 
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a nobis esse. ft. Distinguendi etiam et Patres et eorum 
scripta, et sensus inquirendus, et partim ipsi secum, partim 
alii cum ipsis ssepe supt conferendi, et ratiocinationes ne- 
eessarise instituendae. Supponendum saltern, Patres non 
potuisse errare, et nobis admittendum esse pro vero, quod 
ab illis traditur, immo quod ab illis profectum, infallibile 
esse. Illorum verba non esse exigenda ad regulam aliam, 
et alia id genus. 3. Karci ri filaiov hoc ipsum retorqueri 
potest Patrum enim expressa multa verba et Anabaptistis 
opponi possunt et Pontificiis. 

X. Ad 5. Exc. Resp. 1. Peti to Iv &gxh ^^ ^goorov 4^svSo;, 
vel Ecelesiam in terris esse infallibilem in thesif vel Ecele- 
siam Romanam in hj/pothesi. Immo qui Ecclesia infalli- 
biiitate sua illis oonsequentias suas probare potest, qui 
ea^i variorum errorum peragunt ream. S. Peccatur falsa 
suppositiane ratiocinationes omnes per consequentias errofi 
aut contradictioni obnoxias esse, quae non firmentur autho- 
ritate dirigente Ecclesia;. Aliud etiam, ratiocinationes 
obnoxias esse errori, aliud eas actu erroneas esse. lUud 
separari non potest a ratiocinatione humana, istud potest, et 
tum fit, quando ratiocinans adhaeret Scripturae et earn 
ex seipsa explieat et applicat secundum analogiam fidei. 
d. Supponitur denuo falsum, certos esse posse Pontificios de 
firmitate suarum consequentiarum ob authoritatem Ecclesia^ 
infallibilis dingentis. Possunt id esse do^oumxoos, haudqua- 
quam vero Svrws et revera, de faeto^ non de jure, Prinr 
dpio enim isto subruto, subruuntur omnia ilia, quae ei 
sunt superstructa* Supponitur etiam, nos certos esse non 
posse de nostrarum illationum certitudine et veritate, ob 
carentiam istius EccWsiae infallibilis dirigentis. Satis enim^ 
nos habere directionem extemam verbi, intemam Spiritus, 
Qtf attendere Sermoni Prophetico, ut lucenti in loco ob- 
scuro, ^ Pet. i. 19. 
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XI. Ad 6. £xc. Resp. 1. Per concessionem ; Argu- 
meDtum quod hie a nobis nectituri verissimum esse. 
2. Per negationem^ debere nos id optare, ut toUatur usus 
ratiociDatioDum per consequentias, imo quamvis adhi- 
beatur, nee causae nostrae metuimus, nee habemus quod 
ei metuamus, quaeeunque probationes istius instrumenti 
usu erutae nobis opponantur. 3. Peccatur elencho ireiga to 
Wjxffyoy, et accideniiSf ob eompendium quod per accidens 
oascitur ex rei alieujus sublatione, optandum esse earn 
toll], si ejus sublatio prosit per accidens, noeeat per se. 

XII. Ad 7. Exc. Resp. !• Per negationem^ adversarios 
talia nobis regerere posse de jure. 2. Peecari elencho 
TTogei rh Mfuvov^ ex fallibilitate intelleetus nostri sequi 
ineertitudinem probationum interventu intelleetus insti- 
tutarum ratiocinationibus per eonsequentias : Non magb 
quam ex fallibilitate visus aut auditus inferendum est, 
nemini eonstare posse, an eerto aliquid vel videamus, vel 
audiamus. Sic et tactus et gustus quandoque errori sunt 
obnoxii, nee tamen eerta sensibus istis derogatur fides. 
Cavendi itaque vel eniendandi errores, qui in ratioeina- 
tionibus id genus eontingunt ; Ratioeinationes vero ipsae 
baudquaquam vel eliminandae vel damnandae. Et ista etiam 
suffieere possunt argumento ultimo apagogico vindieando, 
quod ipsum eum superioribus eonjunctum abunde probat 
xorao-xfu^y, usum legitimum ratiocinationum per eonse- 
quentias, qualem semper intelligimus, baudquaquam e 
Scholis Theologicis proseribendum esse, o Teg Uei hl^eu, 
Restat Controversial istius ava^xev^, et argumentorum sen- 
tentiae oppositae partim propositio, partim confutatio, 
quam exequemur, favente Deo, aliquot Disputationibus 
seeuturis \ 

* Satis superque jam a Spanhemii scriptis ezcerpta sunt ; qui plura 
velit auctorem adeat. 
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QU.ESTIO XII. 

D£ USU CONSEQUENTIARUM. 

An dogmata fidei et morum tantum expresso Dei 
Verbo demonstranda sint^ Annon etiam per Con- 
sequentias ex Scriptura institutas legitime probari 
possint ? Affirmatur posterius. 

I. QUiESTio nata est ex nova Agyrtarum et Circulato- 
rum apud Pontificios disputandi methodo, qui ut facilius 
se expedirent ab argumentis nostris, quibus invicte ex 
Scriptura sententiam nostram adstruimus, et errores ipso- 
rum confodiiTius ; non aliam commodiorem elabendi ratio- 
nem se habituros arbitrati sunt, quam si nos eo adigerent, 
ut dogmata nostra omnia totidem verbis in Scriptura 
contineri demonstraremus, rejecto omni consequentiarum 
usu. Primus inter Pontificios videtur banc artem excogi- 
tasse Perronius Cardin. in Replica sua adversus Regem 
M. Britanniae^ quern secuti sunt alii plures ejusdem fur- 
furis, Gunterius, Cottonus, Arnoldus, et prsecipue Vero- 
nus, qui peculiarem etiam Methodum exinde disputandi 
Veronianam dictam concinnavit, quibus se adjunxerunt 
Fratres Wallemburgii in Germania, aliique lucifugse 
Missionarii, Sed veteres heeretici illis jam praeluxerunt, 
Arriani enim hoc argumento non semel usi sunt ut t5 

* Jacobum ImuQi. 
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^fMwo-fov expugnarent ; sic MaoedoQumi negabant Spiritus 
DiTinitatem, eo quod in Scriptura nuspiam expresse di- 
catur Spiritum Sanctum esse Deunu Vide Greg. Nazianz. 
Orat. 5. de TheoL lisdem armis ApoUinaristas et Mono- 
physitas usos fuisse testatur Maximus Monachus in ora- 
tionibus Tiginti, quae Tulgo, sed perperam, Athanaao 
tribuuntur. 

IL Ardculus quintus Confessionis Galiicanae, unde 
Tideri voluDt hausisse sentendam quam nobb affingunt, 
assent quidem Scripturae perfectionem, quum ait, earn 
** esse omnis Teritatis regulam, et complecti quicquid ad 
gloriam Dei et salutem nostram requiiitur, ut non fioeat 
hominibus imo ne Angelis ipsis quicquam ilU addere Tel 
detrahere ;** sed non statuit nihil admittendum, nisi quod 
totidem Terbis in Scriptura l^atur, imo sub finem quando 
additur tria Symbola a nobis admitti, Apostolicum, Nice- 
num, et Athanasianum, satis innuitur nos apices verborum 
non sectari, sed veritatem doctrinas et cultus. Vult ergo 
solum Dei Verbum retineri exclusive ad quasvis traditiones, 
sed non statim restringit nos ad expressum Verbum exclu- 
sive ad consequentias. 

III. Ad quaestionis iutelligentiam, Observandum, aliquid 
in Scriptura posse dici bifariam, vel xari Zuivouaf vel xetra 
Xf^iy, vel expresse et totidem verbis ; vel implicite et quoad 
sensum : omnia contineri dicimus in Scriptura non primo 
modq, sed secundo. 

IV. CansequeniuE possunt spectari, vel materiaUterj 
prout notant dogmata ipsa per consequentias educta, vel 
formaliier pro connexione ipsa terminorum, quomodo 
Aug. lib. ii. de Doctrina Christi. c. 31. distioguit inter 
'^ veritatem sententiarum et veritatem connexionum." 
Rursus alise sunt inncUcB et eductae ex Scriptura, quae 
virtualitcr in ea continentur, alias UIoUb in Scripturam et 
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iovecte in eani. Alis proxime, Decessariie, et evidentes ; 
Alias remote, probabiles, et obscure : de illis hie agitur, 
lion de istis 

VI. jlrticuU ^fidei qui ex Scriptuni probari debent^ vel 
sunt posiiivi et (ifflrmaHvU qui dogma iQiquod credendum 
continent, vel negaiim et ewcltMivi^ qui errores ab haereticis 
iovectos lejiciunt ; lUi clare et eerto ex Scripturis debent 
probari ; quia aunt proprium objectum fidei, sed quod ad 
istos, aufficit de ipsis in Scripturis nullam mentionem fieri, 
et ea tradi ex quibus facile falsitatis convincuatur ; Hinc 
in ludibrium abeunt Adversarii, quum a nobis petunt ut 
probemus totidera verbis in Scriptura nullum esse Purga- 
torium, Papam non esse Caput Ecclesisb, Missam non esse 
Saerificium» &c. 1. Quia affirmantis est probare, non ne- 
gantis. 2. Ista dogmata nobis non sunt poeitiya, sed 
negativa : sufficit ergo ut doceamus ea nuspiam contineri 
in Scripturis, et alia haberi ex quibus facile refutantur. 

VII. Sufficientia et perfectio Scripture, non in eo est 
posita, ut omnes errores et haereses nominatim in ea dam* 
nentur, sed tan turn ut omnia dogmata positiva clare tra- 
dantur ; nan ut rectum est index sui et obliqui, facile 
posita omni veritate necessaria, errores illi oppositi reji* 
ciuntur. 

VIIL Quaestio ergo ad hosce terminos redigitur; An 
praeter «xptres8um Dei Verbum Consequentite evidentes 
et neoessariss in Theolqgia admittendse sint ; sen An dog- 
mata fidei et morum ex tis legitime probari possint ? 
affirmamus Nos, negant Adversarii ; non tamen omnes. 
Nam Bellarminus nobiscum hie facit lib. iv. de Verbo Dei 
c. 9. et lib. iii. de Justificatione c. 8. ^^ Nihil est,*" inquit, 
" de fide, nisi quod Deus per Apostolos et Prophetas re- 
vela vit, aut quod evidenter inde deducitur.'' 

IX. Consequentiarum usum in rebus fidei multa pro- 
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bant. 1. Finis ScripturiBf qui est hdctrxaXUy 2Xey%o;, vmng^ 
foM-i;, irmttla^ wagaxk/firi^^ St Tim. iii. 16. Rom. xv. 4. qui 
sine illis obtineri nequit, quia nee thesis ad hypothedm 
transferri, nee ulla applicatio Scripturae ad usus vel Theo- 
reticos vel Practicos fieri unquam poterit. St. Niatura 
hominis cui mysteria Religionis concreduntur, qui non est 
truncus aut brutum, sed creatura rationalis, quae proinde; 
cum ratiocinationis sit capax, debet Scripturas scrutari, 
Joh. V. 89. et non in cortice verborum bserere, sed ad 
medullam ipsam et sensum penetrare, ut ex iis que legit, 
aliqua etiam quae non legit intelligat, ut bene notat Aug. 
lib. iii. contr. Max. c. 3. S. Sapientia Dei;^ Nam ut qui 
sapit quando loquitur, vult ut omne illud dictum a se 
intelligatur, quod ex verbis legitime elici potest ; Ita cum 
sapientissimus sit, qui prsevidit quicquid ex Verbo deduci 
potuit, ita loquutus est, ut voluerit pro Verbo suo haberi 
quod ex dictis legitime colligitur. 4. Praxis kcereticorum, 
qui ut melius adversus Orthodoxos errores suos tuerentur, 
consequentiarum usum omnino repudiabant, ut Ariani ri 
ifjiMua-iov negabant, eo quod auroXsfg) non contineretur in 
Scripturis ; unde syllaharum aucupes dicti sunt Basilio ; 
et Nazian. orat. 37. Pneumatomachum simili fraude uten- 
tem vocat alphabetarium sophistam, et o-uxo^aynjy ran/ oifo- 
/xareoy. 5. Pontijiciainim usus^ qui pleraque sua dogmata 
de primatu et infallibilitate Papse, de Transubstantiatione, 
de Purgatorio, et sim. per consequentias probare solenti 
6. Exemplnm CAristi et Apostolorum, qui passim ust 
leguntur consequentiis ; Ut quum Christus ex formula 
foederis contra Sadducaeos probat resurrectionem mortuo- 
rum Matt. xxii. cum tamen nihil expresse hie de resurrec- 
tione habeatur : Et quum Apostoli Jesum Nazarenum 
probant esse verum Messiam in V. T. promissum, cum 
tamen de eo nihil awroXcfs) legatur. Nee juvat excipere 
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Christi et Apostolorum authoritatem esse infallibilem ; ideo 
consequentias etiam indubitatse veritatis esse, nostras vero 
tales non esse: Nam licet in se ab authoritate dicentis 
infallibiles sint Consequentias Christi ; tamen vim suam 
non habebant apud Sadducaeos ab authoritate dicentis, 
quam non agnoscebant, sed a natura dictorum ; alias qui 
Christus ilia ipsa probatione obstruxisset os hostibus suis, 
qui authoritatem ejus non agnoscebant ? 

X. Licet illationes Christi, quoad nos, transeant eo ipso 
in Verbum Dei, quia a Christo proficiscuntur, et objectum 
fidei reddantur de jure, tamen falsum est eas pro tali ha« 
bitas esse a Sadducseis Christi hostibus de facto, imo ideo 
tantum admissas sunt, quia habebant fundamentum in 
dicto Mosis a Christo allegato. Itaque ut tales ab illis 
cognoscebantur, ut ratio habita fuerit dictorum, non 
dicentis. 

XI. Aoyio-jxo} adversus quos arma militias nostras diri- 
guntur de quibus 2 Cor. x. 4. non sunt quasvis ratiocina- 
tiones, sed ut ibidem ait Xoyio'ftol nraij^jbieyoi xarot rr^g yvooa-eoDs 
roG 06OU, oppiignantes scilicet non ancillantes, quas oppo- 
nuntur Evangelio, non quas illi subserviunt : I lias merito 
destruendas sunt, quia outxhttoltoi cum fide ; sed non pariter 
legitimae ratiocinationes, quas subjiciuntur revelationi, et 
ad illam explicandam et applicandam recte usurpantun 

XII. Aliud est fundamentum quo res aliqua nititur; 
Aliud instrumentum quo utimur ad rei istius cognitionem. 
Quod habet fundamentum fallibile non potest esse infalli- 
bile, quia effectus non potest esse nobilior toto genere 
causa sua : sed ratio hie non est fundamentum, sed instru- 
mentum. 

XIII. Licet intellectus qui elicit consequentias sit 
fallibilis; non sequitur consequentias esse falsas et incertas. 
1. Quia aliud est fallere posse, aliud actu fallere ; Aliud 
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fallere aliquando, Aliud fallere semper: Potentia quae est 
per se et semper fallibilis in omnibus operatiouibus, non 
potest fundare certitudinem infallibilem : sed intellectus 
talis non est, quia fallibilis est non per se, sed per aocidenS) 
nee in omnibus, sed in quibusdam tantum ; alias si univer- 
saliter procederet argumentum, et si quia ratio aliquando 
fallitur^ nulla iUi adhibenda esset fides; sequeretur omnem 
revera notitiam et certitudinem toUi de mundo, et intro- 
duci Pyrrhonismum, et oautraXsf^lav ; dc toUeretur omnis 
certitudo sensus, quia aliquando fallit, quod absurdissimum 
esse quivis facile intelligit ; nam fallibilitatis potentia non 
necessario oonjuncta est cum actu, imo eaveri potest ne 
exeat in actum adhibitis legitimis mediis : Ut ergo libe- 
raudi sunt sensus ab impedimentis, quibus eorum certitudo 
inhibetur, quae vel in objecto, vel in medio, vel in organo 
deprehenduntur ; ita liberandus est intellectus a prseju- 
diciis rationem rcctam impedientibus, et tunc non errabit: 
hie autem loquimur de intellectu sano et bene constituto. 

XIV. Aliud est Consequentiae rationem deprehenderc, 
Aliud vero ipsum Consequens. Consequens deprefaendit 
fideS) Consequentiam Ratio; Nee tamen inde sequitur 
fidem qua consequens creditur, niti ratione, quia hie ratio 
non est argumentum propter quod credo, sed instru- 
mentum quo credo; instrumentum autem non introdudt 
in Textum quod ibi non erat, sed educit per legitimam 
consequentiam quod an tea ibi latebat; Unde oonclusio 
eoiergit Theologica a medio inferente, Logica vero a 
ratione sire instrumento eliciente consequentias ; . et Cod- 
sequentia quoad li materiaU fundatur in Verbo, quoad 
formale in Ratione. 

XV. Licet Ratio concurnit ad eliciendas consequentias, 
non sequitur fidem ratione stabiliri ; ut nee, quam^is fides 
nt «JL auditu, sequitur sensum esse fidei fundamentum ; 
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fides utitur rationed non ea nidtur, utitur Unquam in- 
strumento tpplicaticmis et modo cognoscendi, non ea nititur 
ut fundamento et r^ula credendorum. 

XVI. Syllogismi mixti, in quibas altera pr»tnissarum 
est luminis naturalis, altera revelati, non desinunt esse jde 
fide: 1*. quia propositio quselibet denominationem accipit 
a subjecto non a praedicato. £*. propositio quae est luminis 
revelati virtualiter continet id quod petitur a I amine 
naturali ad sui probationemi atque adeo vim suam illi 
communicat* S^ ad probandam fidei oonclusionem medius 
terminus desumitur non a natura sed a Scriptura ; sed ubi 
nexus medii cum majore extremo negatur ab Adversario, 
succurritur per rationis principia, non ad probandam medii 
▼eritatem, sed nexus: v. g. nego panem fieri in Coena 
Corpus Christiy assumpto hoc medio, quia habet accidentia 
panis; Si vero negatur connexio medii cum majore ex- 
tremo : scilicet id quod habet accidentia panis, esse verum 
panem, probanda est ex ratione, quia formaliter non extat 
in Scriptura, sed tantum virtualiter. 

XVII. Tantum abest ut ministerium rationis fidem 
duUam faciat, ut potius oognitionem et certitudinem ejus 
plurimum adjuvet, et stabiliat : Distingue modo rationem 
in abstracto, et in concreto, rationem illuminatam in 
bomine fideli, vel caecam in irregenito : Verutn est ra- 
tionem cascam et fakam dubiam fidem facere ; sed negatur 
de ratione sana et illustrata. 

XVIII. Licet Theologus perfectiorem notitiam habeat 
consequentiarum, Non obstat tamen quominus idiota 
idipsum possit pro modulo suo, quamvis ignoret Logicam 
et Metaphysicam» quia sufficit illi lumen rationis, et 
Logica naturalis ad discern^ddas oonsequentias aatu* 
rales. » . . • . 

XXI. Usus consequentiarum non est aUenus a simpli- 
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citate discipulorum Christi; nam eves Christi etsi siin« 
plices esse debent, non debent tamen esse brutse, sed 
rationales; nee si unam Christi audire debemus vocem; 
continue impeditur ratiocinationura usus, modo adhibeator 
cum temperamento legitimo; imo quia Christi vox est 
audienda, scrutandas sunt Scriptune» et vox peregrina a 
▼oce Christi discemenda, quod sine rationis usu fieri 
nequit. Ita tantum abest ut ratiocinationibus per eonse- 
quentias e Scriptura deductis recedatur a Scriptura, vel 
iUi aliquid addatur, ut ea duntaxat quae sunt in Scriptuhl 
eruantur et ad usum reducantur. ' -^x 

XXII. Licet Scriptura dicatur perfecta in generefenl 
damenti credendorum et faciendorum, quatenus orofiia 
dogmata continet et prsecepta morum, quae necessaritf 
sunt ad salutem ; hoc non obstat quominus et explicatidni^ 
et applicatione opus habeat ; ut reguia perfecta est^ et 
tamen ejus applicatione opus est ; nee ista applicatio ia^ 
tercedit perfectioni regulae, sed potius cam probat 6C 
declarat. 

XXIII. MaraioXoyia seu vaniloqueniia, quam proscribit 
Apostolus 1 Tim. i. 6. non est ratiocinatio sana per conse- 
quentias ex Scriptura ; sed est curiosa et anxia de rebutf 
▼anis dissertatio, quas vocat ver. 4. /xujou^ %di yemaX^ 
yta$ SefTB^vTovs^ quales erant non modo Gentilium fehulw 
de Diis suis et dtoyoyfa, sed et Judaeorum deliria de Lilith, 
Behemoth, Leviathan, et aliis id genus Talmudicis nugis 
febrilibus. 

XXIV. Abusus ratiocinationum non est confundendu# 
cum earum usu^ nee res considerata in abstracto in sa^ 
damnanda, ob penrersam ejus applicationem in concreto: 
Sic multi falluntur in objectis variis dignoscendis per 
auditum, vel visum, nee ob id tamen dicendum incena; 
omnia esse quae sensibus istis apprehend untur. Ita si 
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peccant illi, qui consequentiis utuntur ad firmanda falsa 
Transubstantiationis vel CoDsubstantiationis dogmata, quia 
sunt violentse et illegitimse, non continuo damnari debent 
illi qui legitime iis utuntur; alias sequeretur damnandum 
etiam esse Scripturce ipsius usum, quia multi haeretici ea 
abutuntur 

XXVI. Alia sunt principia dogmaium et Veritatis 
sententiarum. Alia sunt principia veritatia edtictiofium ; 
lUa ducuntur ex Scriptura, Ista ex ratione, et quia Veri- 
as sententiarum potissima est, spectatur potissimum in 
argumentis, et ex ista judicium fieri debet de conclusione; 
Unde conclusio argumenti Theologica erit, quia principium 
dogmatum tale est; Ratio vero non est principium rcij 
sed cognitionis rei^ Nee tam principium, quam instrumen- 
tum quo cognoscitur id quod probatur. 

XXVII. Consequentia est optM rationis^ quatenus con- 
sideratur /orma/i^6r et organice, quia per rationem elicitur, 
sed non ut aiiginaliter et materialiter spectatur, pro 
doctrina per consequentiam elicita. Ita Consequentise non 
sunt de fide ex parte organic quo eliciuntur, non enim 
credo, quia sic ratiocinor, sed quia hoc dicit Verbum Dei ; 
sunt tamen de fide ex parte principii^ ex quo eliciuntur ; 
quales enim sunt praemissse, tales conclusiones inde de- 
ductse. 

XXVIII. Aliquid ceusetur profectum a Spiritu Sancto, 
▼el mediate et in ramis, (quod nempe ex Scriptura elicitur 
ministerio ratiocinationis,) vel immediate et in radice, quod 
totidem verbis in ilia continetur: priori modo consequentise 
sunt a Spiritu Sancto, non posteriori. 

XXXIII. Ut auditus non facit sonum, et visus non 
facit lumen, quod videndo percipit; Ita nee intellectus 
facit objectum suum seu veritatem et Verbum Dei quod 
ratiocinando intelligit, sed supponit pariter: Sed ut in- 

N 
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tellectus ratiocinando facit ut Veritas sen Verbum Dei sit 
conclusum ; ita visus et auditus videndo et audiendo fa- 
ciunt ut lumen sit visum, et sonus sit auditus. 

XXXV. Si per to formalUer revelatum intelligatur id 
quod expresse legitur in Verbo Dei, certum est conse- 
quentias non posse did formal] ter revelatas: Sed jsi in- 
telligatur illud quod vel totidem verbis, vel lequivalenti- 
busy vel per evidentem et necessariam consequeotiam elici- 
tur, non potest negari esse forroaliter revelatas, ideoque 
bene did objectum formale fidei. 
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Acts xvii. 2. 

And Paul J as kis manner was, went in unto them, and three 
sabbath-days reeuoned with them out of the Scriptures, 

These hath been an opinion too hastily taken up, and 
too warmly maintained by tome, that reason is very little 
to be hearkened to in matters of religion ; that we are to 
believe nothing, but what is expressly taught us in the 
word of Gt)d ; and that we are not to draw consequences 
from Scripture, and to make them the articles of our faith, 
but must strictly confine ourselves to the very language of 
holy writ, and admit of no doctrines, but what are there 
in so many words and syllables delivered. 

When we would prove against the Romanists the in- 
suffidency of those arguments, which are by them brought 
in favour of the Pope's supremacy, the invocation of saints, 
or any other error of that Church, they refuse to be 

H 2 
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determined by any of our proo£s which ve dimv from 
Scripture; and demand of us, that ve vould cite some 
textf where it is plainly said, that the Bishop of Rome is 
not bead of the Church ; that the sunts in heaven are not 
to be prayed to; and that by consecration there is no 
change of the substance of bread and wine into the body 
and blood of Christ. 

When against the Separatists from our Churdi we 
would prove the authority of our Bishops, the usefulness 
of our Liturgy, or the decency of our ceremonies ; when 
we would shew the agreeableness of our discipline, our 
worship, and our rites, to the word of Grod; they will allow 
no credit to our reasoning, but challenge us to point out 
any text in the Bible, where it is said, that Bishops are a 
su|)erior order to Presbyters ; that we ought to pray in a 
set form; and that he who ministers in holy things is 
required to wear a surplice. 

When against the disciples of Arius or Socinus we 
endeavour to prove the doctrine of the Trinity, as it hath 
been always taught by the Catholic Church, and as it is 
l)y us at this day professed, they reject all our allegations 
from Scripture, and eall upon us to shew them a text, 
wherein it is said as expressly, as it is in the Articles of our 
Church, that *^ in the unity of the Godhead there be 
three Persons, of one substance, power, and eternity, the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost."" 

Now true it is, that the Scriptures are the adequate rule 
of our faith ; but then it is not also true, nor by us con- 
fessed, that nothing is to be looked upon as taught us in 
Scripture, but what is there in so many words delivered. 
It is the doctrine of our Church, that " the Holy Scrip- 
ture containeth all things necessary to our salvation; so 
that nothing is to be required of any man to be believed 
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as an article of faith, which is not read therein, or which 
may not be proved thereby.'^ This disjunction would be 
unnecessary, if there were not some things, which, though 
they are not read therein, may yet be proved thereby. 
As well what may from thence be proved, as what is 
therein read, may be believed as an article of faith, and 
may be requisite and necessary to our salvation. St. Paul, 
we find in the text, reasoned out of the Scriptures, and we 
also may so reason. What is rightly inferred from the 
Scriptures doth as much challenge our assent, as what is 
literally delivered in the Scriptures. This is the doctrine 
which I shall 

I. Prove from the authority and example of Christ and 
his Apostles. 

II. Defend against the objections that are made to it. 

III. Apply in a few words to the mysteries of our faith, 
and particularly to that of the Trinity, which we are this 
day to commemorate. 

Firsts I am to prove this doctrine from the authority 
and example of Christ and his Apostles. 

Christ and his Apostles do often make use of arguing 
and reasoning, both for the establishment of those truths 
which they taught, and for the confutation of those errors 
which they opposed. When the Tempter took up our 
Saviour into an ewceeding high mountain^ aud shewed him 
all the kingdoms of the worlds and the glory of them^ and 
offered to give them to him, on condition that he would 
fall down and worship him*; Christ shewed the sinfulness 
of what was proposed to him from that text of Moses, 
Thou shaU worship the Lord thy God. and him only shalt 
thou served When the same Tempter would have persuaded 

* Matt. iv. 8, 9. i> Deut. vi. 13, 
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bim to have cast himself down from tbe pinnacle of ikt 
imnjUe^ be thougbt it a sufficient reply to sucb a auggeatian 
to allege, that it was written, Thau skalt mat tempt the Lard 
ihjfGod*'. Now these reasonings of our Saviour against bis 
worshipping Satan, and throwing himself down, are incon- 
clusive, if we may not argue from Scripture ; and if wt 
must admit of nothing as taught therein, which is not 
there set down in express words ; since neither is it said in 
the former of these texts, that Satan is not to be wor- 
shipped ; nor in the latter, that Christ might not throw 
himself down from the pinnacle of the temple. 

It was an ancient tradition amongst the Scribes and 
Pharisees, that if any one had rashly dedicated to God bis 
estate, out of which he might have relieved his parents, be 
was no longer under any obligation at affording them 
relief. Christ proves to them tbe absurdity of this tra- 
dition from those laws, wherein Moses had said, Hanoar 
thy father and mother; and. Whoso curseth his father or 
mother, let him die the death^. But neither of these laws 
doth expressly and in so many words enjoin that duty, 
which our Saviour doth from them infer ; and yet we can- 
not deny the inference to be just. 

When the Sadducees put captious questions to our 
Saviour about the resurrection of the dead, he shewed the 
weakness of their objections against it by proving to them, 
that the doctrine by them opposed was taught by Moses, 
whose authority they did not, and could not, dispute. 
As touching the resurrection of the deady have ye not r^od 
that which was spoken to you by God, saying^ I am the 
Oad of Abraham, and the God of IstuiCy and the God of 
Jacob ? God is not the God of the dead^ but of the living*, 

c Deut. vi. 16. d Matt. xv,4. Exod. xx. U.xxi. 17. « Matt, xxii.31,32. 
Exod. iii. 6. 
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The Evangelist observes, that by this answer the Sadducees 
were piU to silence; and that the multitude^ when they 
heard this, were astonished at his doctrine. But if those, 
who are against all reasoning from Scripture, who will 
admit of nothing but what is directly therein contained, 
had been in the place of the Sadducees, they would not so 
easily have yielded to ' our Saviour^s argument ; they 
would have rejected this testimony from^ Moses, ^s not 
direct, and would have required a more formal and plain 
proof; they would have allowed of no inferences which 
depended upon human reason, and would have replied 
to our Saviour, that, in the text by him alleged, thfre 
was not one word concerning the resurrection of the 
dead. 

The Apostles, in their writings, follow the steps of 
their Lord and Master; and prove the truths of the 
Gospel against the Jews, who gainsayed them, not from 
any passages in the Old Testament, in which the 
GospeUtruths are expressly and in so many words laid 
down, but by arguments and reasons drawn from the 
writings of Moses and the Prophets. Thus St. Peter ^ 
proves the coming of Christ from those words of Moses, 
A Prophet shall the Lord your God raise up unto you of 
your brethren^ like unto me^: and his resurrection from 
tJhiM; place of the Psalms, Thou unit not leave my soul in 
hell; neither wilt thou suffer thine holy One to see 
corruptionK 

After t;he same manner St. Paul' proves that we axe 
justified, not by the law, but by grace, from those words 
of the Psjalmist, Blessed are they whose iniquities are 
forgiven^ and whose sins are covered^. He proves the 

^ Acto iii. 22. t Deut. xviii. 15. b Acts ii. 27. Ps. xvi. 10. 

^ Rom. iv. 7. ^ Ps. xxxii. 1. 
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cgectioD of the Jews from the prophecy of Ismah ; Behold 
I lay in Sian a atumbling-^tone^ and rock of offence^; 
and the vocation of the Gentiles from Hosea's havii^ 
brought in God, saying, / will call them my people, whuA 
were not my people^. The whole Epistle of St. Paul 
to the Hebrews is made up of such proofs as these : from 
tliat passage of the Psalmist, Thou art my Son, this day 
have I begotten thee, he infers the preeminence of Christ 
above the angels" : from the history of Melchisedec, as 
related by Moses, he proves the eternal priesthood of 
Christ*; and from the oath of God mentioned by David j 
The Lord hath sworn, and will not repent^, he argues 
for the immutability and perpetuity of the Grospel-dispess* 
ation. This way of arguing he at all times, and in all 
parts of his writings, makes use of: from those truths^ 
which are expressly read in Scripture, by the laws of 
reasoning he infers other doctrines, which are not there 
formally read, but which do from them follow, and are 
therefore in them virtually contained. This was his 
constant and known method of instructing his hearers; 
and therefore St. Luke tells us here in my text, that 
St. Paul, as his manner was^ went in unto them, and 
three sabbath-days reasoned with them out of the Scriptures, 
opening and alleging, that Christ must needs have suffered, 
and risen again from the dead; and that that Jesus, 
whom he preached unto them, was Christ, 

Now it is evident, and on all hands acknowledged, that 
this assertion, Jesics is the Christ, is no where laid down 
in these very words throughout the writings of the 
Old Testament. Moses and the Prophets do, indeed, bear 
witness to him; but, in the testimony they give, they 

1 Rom. ix. 33. Isa. xxviii. 16. >" Rom. ix. 25. Hosea ii. 23. 

» Ps. ii. 7. Heb, v. 5. • Gen. xiv. 18. P Heb. vii. 21. Ps. ex. 4. 
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no where expresdy and formally declare, that Jesus is the 
Christ. How then cx)uld the Apostles demonstrate this 
proposition from their writings ? How do they bring them 
in as vouchers of this truth ? Do they not refer us to 
such passages in the Prophets, from whence this doctrine, 
which is not in express words asserted, is by right reason- 
ing regularly deduced ? From the several parts of the Old 
Testament, compared one with another, they form the 
character of the Messiah, and then they prove, that 
this character did truly belong to that Jesus, whom they 
affirmed to be the Messiah. He, who was distinguished 
by such and such marks ; he, who was to be bom at such 
a determined time and place; he, who was to teach such 
and such doctrines, in such and such a manner ; he, who 
was to do such and such wonderful things, and to suffer 
such and such cruel hardships, was the Messiah foretold 
by the Prophets. * All these marks, whereby the Messiah 
was to be known, were found in the blessed Jesus ; at the 
time and place, when and where the Messias was to 
be born, he was born ; what the Messias was to teach, 
to do, and to suffer, he taught, did, and suffered ; it 
follows therefore necessarily that Jesus is the Christ, 

This method of proving St. Luke has expressed in very 
proper and apposite words, when he tells us^ that St. Paul 
reasoned out of the Scriptures^ opening and alleging \ 
the word voigoirMfjLevoVj which we translate alleging, doth 
properly mean applying : the Apostle first opened to them 
the sense of the Prophets, explained their words, and 
shewed their true meaning ; and when he had thus opened 
the prophecies ; when he had shewn what their scope and 
intention was ; what was the sense which they designed to 
convey to the minds of those who should hear or read 
their prophecies, by the expressions which they used; 
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he did then fit and apply the prophecies thus explained to 
the person, and the doctrine, and works, of Jesus; 
he placed the one by the other^ to discover their agree- 
ment ; he compared the predictions with the eventSi the 
shadows with the bodiesy the figures with the things 
prefigured; so that by this method the truth of the 
Gospel, which they preached, was manifestly and irrefra* 
gably demonstrated. 

Since therefore this way of arguing was made use of by 
Christ and his Apostles; since all their proofSs of the 
doctrines by them preached do turn upon this one 
supposition, that what may be inferred from the Prophets, 
that is taught by the Prophets ; we must ackoowledge, 
that those things are fully, rightly, and substantially 
proved out of Scripture, which do evidently and neoessaiily 
£bllow from the doctrines taught in Scripture, though they 
are not directly, expressly, and in so many words^ any 
where to be found in the word of God. 

And as we have the example of Christ and his Apostles 
warranting us, so we have their commands enjoining us, 
to make use of this method of reasoning. Our Saviour 
bids the Jews to sea/rdk the Scriptures ^ ; not barely to 
consult them, but to compare them ; not only to find what 
they expressly, but what they implicitly, taught ; not only 
to read what was plainly said in them, but to discover 
what might manifestly be deduced from them. For by 
the circumstances of the command given by our Saviour it 
appears, that he recomm^ided to them the study of the 
Scriptures to this end, that out of them they might 
understand, tliat he was the Messias promised by God; 
which, as hath been shewn, was a truth not exjMressly 
taught in the Old Testament, but by the help of reasoning 

4 Joha V. 39. 
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to be deduced from it ; so that it is {dainly the will of our 
Saviours that we should so search the Seripiure9f as from 
them to learn, not only those truths, which are in so many 
words expressly delivered therein, but moreover those 
other truths, which may, by evident and easy deductions, 
be rightly inferred therefrom* 

When our Saviour in another ipiace pitov^d the resur^ 
faction of the dead from a testimony of Moses, in which 
this doctrine is not plainly asserted, but obscurely implied, 
he charges them with error and ignorance for haviag not 
discovered in the Scriptures ihat truth, which yet was not 
there expressly delivered, but covertly couched. He 
blames them for twt knowing the Scriptures^' they did 
not know the Scriptures^ because they did not ri^tly 
understand them : they misunderstood them, because they 
did not, when they read them, discover therein the resur- 
rection of the dead. But in that Scripture, from whence 
they ought to have learned that the dead would rise again, 
Bothmg was said expressly of the resurrection of the dead; 
but they ought to have known, that what was not explicitly 
taught therein, was how-ever by implication there contained; 
and, for not apprehendmg and believing this implied truths 
they are accused of ignorance by our Saviour. 

We must therefore own it to be our bounden duty, not 
only to embrace those truths, which ace in the bode of 
God in so many words delivered, but also those, which by 
searching the Scriptures we can there find out. These 
may not so easily offer themselves to our understandings, 
as others ; but when they do, they are with the same faith 
and reverence to be embraced : as far as w-e have reason to 
doubt of their being rightly infierred from Scripture, so 
far we may doubt of their credibility ; but the inference is 

r Mark zii. 24. 
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•ometimes to plain and evident, that we have no reason to 
doubt, but that it is rational and just ; and in that caae, 
the truth inferred is to be embraced by us with the same 
firmness and readiness of assent^ as those very truths 
expressly and directly delivered in Scripture, frcnn which 
this consequential truth is inferred. For nothing can be 
more unreasonable, than to allow the Scriptures to be true 
and divine, and at the same time to question the truth and 
divinity of those doctrines, which are evidently deduced 
from the Scriptures. For since it is agreed on all hands 
that from truth nothing can follow but what is truth,, 
he who denies the truth of what is rightly inferred, doth 
at the same time impeach the truth of those Scriptures, 
from whence it is inferred. ^^ 

Those truths, which are by reasoning inferred from thie 
Scriptures, are not indeed formally contained in them, but 
they are virtually, or, to speak plainer, they are not in iim 
same words delivered, but they are in words equivalent, or 
of the same sense. Now it is the sense of the Scriptures 
we are concerned to enquire after, and not barely the 
words ; and we may as well doubt of the truth of this 
proposition, Jesua was horn in Bethlehem of Jiutea, because 
the inspired writers did not deliver to us this doctrine ifi 
these very English words, but in words of their own tong^ 
of the same signification with these in English, as we may 
doubt of the truth of this proposition, that Christ had c^ 
human soul, because the Scriptures do not in so mai^ 
words afiirm that he had, but only teach us that he was 
truly man ; or of this, that the Holy Ghost is truly God, 
because, as some pretend, this doctrine is not in so many 
words delivered in Scripture, when yet it is there said, 
that those toho lied unto the Holy Ghosti lied unta CM s 
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thai the Spirit is the Lord; and that the Father^ the Wordy 
and the Holy Ghost are one*. 

There are several truths thus interpretatively included 
in Scripture, which are as easily discerned, and which 
command as ready an assent as those which are there lite- 
rally delivered. To say that Christ died for the sins ofmen^ 
that he gave himself a ransom for sinners^ that he recon- 
ciled them to Gody that by his death he made propitiation for 
ihemy are but so many synonymous expressions for the 
satisfaction made by Christ ; by this satisfaction we mean 
no other thing, than the Apostle, as we sincerely believe, 
did mean, by his dying in our stead: when therefore we 
«^ege the authority of Scripture to prove his making an 
atonement for us, we do effectually prove the truth of his 
jKitisfaction. When, from a general proposition delivered in 
Scripture, we infer the truth of a particular included in that 
general; when, from Christ's dying for all men, a Christian 
is assured that he died for him ; no one is so sceptical as 
to doubt of the truth of Christ's dying for his sins, because 
he doth not find his own name expressly mentioned in 
Scripture. In these cases, and in others Uke these, the 
consequence is so plain, and there is so little skill required 
to make it, that there is no one so destitute of reason, but 
^n perceive the connexion of the truths not expressly 
xtaught in Gkxl's word with those that are there expressly 
.delivered; and therefore he may be as firmly assured 
pf the former, as of the latter. 

The holy Scriptures would not be so perfect a rule of 
faith, or of manners ; of what we ought to believe, and 
what we ought to do; as they are, if we were left to judge 
of either, only by what we are there in so many words 
expressly taught, and might not use our own reasons to 

■ Acts V. 4. 1 John v. 7. 
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infer from them some necessary truthsy and some im- 
portant duties, which are there, though not in terms 
deliveredt yet in reality implied. He would be thought 
▼ery ridiculous, who should plead his being under oo 
obligation from the Scriptures to obey the lawful com- 
mands of a sovereign Princess, because, though he is there 
required to hmumr the King^ he no where reads in Scrip- 
ture that he is to honour the Queen : and that man is 
equally absurd, who hath no better reason for the denial 
of a Trinity, than that he no where finds the word Trinity 
in the Scriptures, though the doctrine by that word sig- 
nified is therein contained. 

But against what hath been delivered it may be urged^ 
that if we thus give a firm assent to any truths, which are 
not plainly and expressly taught in Scripture, bat are 
only inferred from thence by our own reason, then we 
make our faith to depend, not upon the word of God, but 
upon our own reason. But it might as well be urged, 
that when St. Paul saith, ihaXfaiih cometh byhearing\^e 
make our faith to depend, not upon the testimony of God, 
but upon the sense of hearing. The ear is that organ or 
instrument, by which we perceive the word of God 
preached to us ; but the authority of God is that ground 
or reason, upon which we believe the word of Grod which 
we hear. So our reason, or our understanding, is that 
faculty by which we perceive and know what things are 
taught us in Scripture : by that we understand the sense 
and meaning of what is there revealed ; but it is the 
authority of God, who inspired the penmen of holy writ, 
and who by the guidance of his Holy Spirit secured them 
from error, upon which we found our belief of what, by 
the use of our reason, we discover to be by them taught. 

t Rom. X. 17. 
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If reason teaches any thing of its own ; if it obtrudes its 
own notions for the oracles of Grod ; if it requires our 
embracing a doctrine as divine^ not because it agrees with 
the word of God, but merely because it is agreeable with 
right reason ; then indeed it is justly to be condemned, 
as invading the prerogative of God. But if those things 
which reason, or, to speak less ambiguously, which a man 
making use of his reason, believes, and which he endea* 
vours to convince others of, are either expressly, or by 
plain consequence, taught in the word of Grod; if they 
were truly contained in the word of God, before he 
believed them ; it is no fault in him to have used his 
reason in the discovery of what is taught in Scripture, or 
in the making that plain to others, which he plainly sees 
in the word of God. He only makes use of his reason to 
learn, and to teach, what the truths of Grod are ; but doth 
not make his reason the foundation of his, or of other 
men's, faith. 

Those who ascribe thus much, and no more than this, 
to reason, demand only the liberty of opening their own 
eyes, and of seeing the wonderful things of God's law ; 
they do not pretend that it is given t9 them to reveal any 
new truths to mankind, nor do they usurp an unwarrant- 
able power of framing new articles of faith. All that they 
demand or ask is, that the right of making use of their 
own faculties, which is given to every one by nature, and 
by the God of nature, may not be denied to them ; that 
they may hear and understand what Grod hath clearly and 
intelligibly spoken to all men by his word ; and that they 
may have the liberty to employ their reason in the disco- 
very of what Grod hath revealed, in order to be understood 
and believed by them. There is no need that a man 
should be a prophet, or that he should have any extraordi- 
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nary capacities of niiDcly or illuminations of the Spirit, to 
understand that the same Scriptures, which teach him that all 
men have sinned, do consequentially teach him that he is a 
sinner ; or that the word of God, which doth expressly 
deny, that any shall perish who believe in Christ \ doth at 
the same time virtually pronounce that if he believes, he 
shall not perish. To pretend that our reason is weak and 
frail, and that it is not for every man to reason and infer, 
and that it is a dangerous thing to pretend to draw conse- 
quences from holy writ, and that it is safer to stick close 
to the very letter of Scripture, and that when we once 
depart from that, we can never be secure from running 
into mistakes, is to deny men to be rational creatures, to 
divest them of common sense, and to degrade them to the 
level of beings utterly destitute of all understanding. 

But those who arc against all reasoning from Scripture 
will again ask, how can we be sure that the consequences, 
which we draw from Scripture, are just and regular? 
For may not our reason misguide us ? And may we not, 
through mistake, infer such doctrines from Scripture, 
which do by no means follow from it ? Did not all the 
heretics of old, and do not all the false-teachers of our own 
age, pretend to prove their tenets from Scripture? Do 
not they, by reasoning from what they read in Scripture, 
argue for the truth of their own opinions ? And must we 
not allow their opinions however to be erroneous ? Since 
therefore that reason, by which men argue from Scripture, 
is so apt to deceive them, how can we ever be certain that 
those doctrines are true, which we think we discover in 
Scripture, by the use of our reason ? Since others, who 
pretend to reason as well as we, are mistaken, and are by 
us confessed to be mistaken, why may not we also be 

** John iii, 15. 
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mistaken, as well ^s they ? And if we may be mistaken, 
why should we venture to believe any thing, which we 
think follows from Scripture, but which after all perhaps 
doth not follow ? Had we not much better forbear making 
any inferences at all from Scripture, and then we shall be 
sure not to be in the wrong? Now if this reasoning is 
good, there is an end to all certainty, not only in those 
inferences which are made from Scripture, and which are 
levelled against by this sort of arguing, but also in those 
things, which are plainly and expressly taught in Scrip- 
ture. Men have been mistaken in their judgments con- 
cerning things formally delivered in the word of Grod, as 
well as in their arguments drawn from the word of God ; 
and if we must never depend upon the inferences we make 
from Scripture, because some have thought that they have 
argued right from God's word when they have argued 
wrong, we can never depend upon the apprehensions we 
form of what the Scriptures do expressly teach, because 
some have misunderstood them who thought they under- 
stood them right. 

Now since those who affirm that the Scriptures are 
clear, and easy to be understood, do not pretend that they 
are in all parts equally clear ; since, at the same time that 
they assert them to be easy, they do not exclude, but 
suppose, the use of our rational faculties in the right 
understanding of them ; since what may be easily inferred 
from Scripture, is almost as easily understood as what is 
taught expressly in Scripture ; when we contend for our 
being obliged to believe such inferences as are plainly 
drawn from the word of God, we do no ways impeach the 
doctrine of the Reformed Churches concerning the perspi- 
cuity of holy writ. 

Having thus proved the doctrine at first laid down from 
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the authority of Christ and his Apostles, and having 
defended it from the objections that may be made against 
it, I come at last to apply it, in a very few words, to the 
mysteries of our faith, and particularly to the doctrine of 
the Trinity, which ought to be the subject of this day's 
contemplation. 

It must be owned, that the doctrine of the Trinity, as it 
is proposed in our Articles, our Liturgy, our Creeds, is 
not in so many words taught us in the holy Scripture. 
What we profess in our prayers, we no where read in 
Scripture, that the one God, the one Lord, is not one only 
person, but three persons in one substance. There is no 
such text in Scripture as this, that ^^ the Unity in Trinity, 
and the Trinity in Unity is to be worshipped." No one 
of the inspired writers hath expressly affirmed, that ^' in 
the Trinity none is afore, or after other ; none is greater, 
or less than another; but the whole three persons are co- 
eternal together, and co-equal." But although these 
truths are not read in Scripture; yet they may easily, 
regularly, and undeniably be inferred from Scripture. If 
indeed it can be shewn, that these inferences are wrong, 
they may safely be rejected ; but they ought not to be 
rejected for no other reason but this, that they are not 
plain assertions of Scripture, but bare inferences from it. 
These truths, though they are not in Scripture delivered 
in the same terms, yet are they delivered in other terms 
of the same import and signification. There would be no 
necessity of our using any other language, but that which 
the Scripture hath used, had not heretics put a wrong 
sense upon the words of Scripture, which is repugnant to 
other passages of Scripture *. Our Saviour saith in Scrip- 

* John X. 30. 
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ture, that He and the Father are one; this unity the 
heretic understands, not of an unity of nature, but of 
consent ; they are both one, saith he, because they agree 
together. We declare therefore our belief of their being 
one, not only in consent, for so we ourselves also may be 
one with God, but in nature, lest we should derogate from 
the eternal Godhead of the Son, which is in other Scrip- 
tures expressly declared. We do not therefore add any 
thing by those terms, which we make use of, to that which 
the Scripture hath taught ; but we vindicate the true 
sense of Scripture from the false glosses of deceivers. 

I have not time now to prove, that every thing which 
we believe, and teach, concerning the Trinity, may be 
easily inferred from the Scriptures ; that hath been done 
frequently, and irrefragably, by ancient and modem 
writers : the design of the present discourse hath been 
only to remove such prejudices, as might be entertained 
against this kind of proof. Let us therefore earnestly 
contend for the faith^ which teas once delivered unto the 
saints*'. Let us not be seduced by the vain sophisms of 
those, who lie in wait to deceive : but as by our baptism 
we have dedicated ourselves to the service of the holy 
Trinity ; so let us maintain the faith, into which we were 
then baptized, and persevere in that obedience to the 
Trinity, which we then vowed, unto our lives'' end. 

b Jude iii. 
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INTRODUCTION. 



This Dissertation oh the use and validity of 
Scripture-consequences has had the singular good 
fortune to be attacked by Thomas Morgan, the 
infidel, and to be commended by the unanswerable 
Waterland. Morgan assailed it in a Letter, entitled 
** The Grounds and Principles of Christian Com- 
munion considered, in a Letter to the Rev. John 
Cumming, M.A. occasioned by his Dissertation 
concerning the authority of Scripture-consequences, 
London, May 18, 1720;" and Waterland's praises 
are found in a note to a passage in his '' Import- 
ance of the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity asserted,'^ 
p. 127. vol. V. Works; ** Mr. Cumming has very 
fully and solidly treated this argument. Dissertation 
of Scripture-consequences, p. 61 — 76/' Morgan 
admits, p. 4, '^ that, allowing for the natural warmth 
of constitution, which has perhaps led you (Mr. 
Cumming) into some excursions of intemperate zeal, 
I know no one who could have managed the same 
cause to better advantage." He then proceeds to 
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distinguish between principles of Reason and prin- 
ciples of Revelation, much after the manner of Dr. 
Hampden, but with this advantage, that he treats 
the subject more luminously. I have thought it 
right to make this lengthened reference, to prove 
that Dr. Hampden is wrong in his assumption, p. 3,- 
*' Observations on Religious Dissent,'' when he 
says, that ** this point (viz. the bearing which con- 
clusions or inferences of doctrine from the text of 
Scripture have on the developement of religious 
truth) does not appear to have been attended to at 
all in any discussions of the subject of Christian 
dissent, and yet the principle here referred to 
clearly involves in it the whole question of our 
separation into parties or distinct companies." 
In contradiction to which assertion I take leave 
to say, that there is no one subject in Theology 
which' has been more attended to, from the day of 
Arius to those of Thomas Morgan. 

It has been most exactly investigated, not only 
generally but specially, Hhat is, with reference to 
particular questions and controversies; so that 
when I was engaged upon this subject in 1825 and 
1826, I found that it had been exhausted by those 
who had preceded me. They had already demon- 
strated the doctrinal profitableness of Scripture, and 
estabhshed its all-sufficiency for proofs positive to 
settle what was right and true, and for proofs 
negative to overthrow what was false and erroneous. 
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They had shewn it to be the Divine will upon natural 
as well as revealed principles, that it was the duty 
of man, and particularly if he were the servant and 
minister of God, to draw doctrinal consequences 
from the sufficient warrants of holy writ ; and that 
it was incumbent upon the Church to give its 
authority and protection to concluded truths, when 
they embodied those vital or fundamental points of 
Christianity which had been assailed by the heretic 
and unbeliever. 
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CHAP. I. 

Some general obsei'vations relating to this argument. 



Reverend Sir, 

Whatever private conversation has passed between us, 
on this or any other argument, it should not by me be 
made the subject of a public dispute. And if, in a Discourse 
designed to excite Christians to a just sense of their duty, 
(in a time when the most sacred mysteries of our religion, 
that ought never to be controverted among believers of the 
Gospel, are openly denied by some, blasphemed by others, 
and the truth of them questioned by many who still profess 
to own the Scriptures as the rule of their faith,) I observed, 
that plain Scripture-consequences are to be regarded as 
matters of revelation ; or thought fit to single out that 
passage in a title-page ; it is what I apprehend I might do 
without giving offence, or being thought to point to a 
conversation which very few knew any thing of, and of 
which I did not take the least notice. Besides, it appears 
from your disowning the objection against the authority of 
Scripture-consequences, as stated by me, and your allowing 
of my reasoning on that head, that nothing I said affected 
you in particular. 

What you are pleased to suggest of unkind insinuations 
and undeserved reflections in my Sermon, intended against 
those of my reverend fathers and brethren, who are now, 
unhappily, distinguished by the name of Non-subscribers, 
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18 a general, unsupported charge ; to which I can return 
no other answer, than that I know of no such reflections, 
nor of any in that discourse, but what had been just, if the 
Subscription you mention had never been proposed in our 
Assembly. However, Sir, I am far from thinking you had 
any end in the Letter you did me the honour to write to me, 
than what was becoming a scholar, and a divine. And 
as ^^ you are sure for yourself, you have no difference with 
me about the truth of those propositions,^ which many of 
us subscribed as a declaration of the soundness of our 
futh in the sacred Trinity ; (though it seems you *^ dare not 
be positive about it ';") I would persuade myself, it was not 
a dislike of any thing I might say in defence of these, or to 
prompt others to a regular contending for the common 
faith, that moved you to attack a passage of mine, which if 
it be not strictly true, the generally received doctrine of 
Three Persons in the Unity of the same Divine Essence and 
Godhead, can have no place in the catalogue of Funda- 
mentals. 

The right stating of that regard which ought to be 
had to consequences drawn from the express declarations 
of holy Scripture, is certainly a very noble employment of 
time and thought, and, when managed with that temper 
you wish for, may do some service to the cause of religion. 
That this argument has been (as you intimate) less con- 
sidered than other matters of importance, may be owing 
to that deference which men of all persuasions have 
professed to pay to the sacred oracles. For it seems 
absurd that men should acknowledge the divine authority 
of the Scriptures, and admire their inexhaustible fulness, 
as you say good men have done in all ages, and yet refuse 
to be determined by evident conclusions from Scripture- 

* Letter^ p. 23. 
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principles, in the most necessary parts of faith. But how 
sparingly soever this matter has been handled among us, 
it has shewed itself upon the stage oftener than once, and 
has been hissed off it toO| to the reproach of those who, 
by denying the force of Scripture-consequences in deciding 
articles of religion, have at once overturned all the laws of 
reason and converse, and destroyed all certainty of faith 
among men. 

The ^ Jesuits, Socinians, and Arrianabaptists, who were 
also called Libertines, were, till of late, the last fraternities 
of men who set up this juggling plea. How widely soever 
these sects differed among themselves, they agreed in 
asserting, that whatever is not ^ro)^ and syllabically con- 
tained in Scripture is not to be accounted an article of 
faith ; and that consequences, how true soever in them- 
selves, yet being deduced by fallible men, are no just 
ground to build our faith upon. The Socinians^ are 
very peremptory in their conclusions, and think it absurd 
to suppose that any thing should be necessary to salvation 
quod tantum per consequentias ew S. Literis demonstratur, 
which is only demonstrated by consequences from Scripture. 
They determine absolutely, that every thing necessary 
must altogether, even to a letter {ad literam)^ be written in 
the sacred volumes. ' So that with them the most in- 
dubitable and irrefragable consequences are of no autho- 

b Vid. Veron in Method! sui» cap. 3. et M. Arnoux, apud Molin. 
in clypeo Fidei^ Art. 6. Tract. 1. Quest. 9. where he has these 
words, ubinrnn perspicue wriptum ett nomen ilhid, trium personarum 

in Trmitate, et trinm proprietatum quemadmodum determinatum 

est in aacrig coneiliis? &c. 

' Vid. Smalc. contra Schopper. pag. ']. et contra orationem Vogelii 
pag. 6. contra Graver. deS. Script, pag. 4. apud Calovium, Socinbmus 
profligatus p. 70. Similiter Ostorodius, Crellius, Socinus, though this 
last contradicts himself, for he says that whatever is drawn by right 
consequence from Scripture is contained in it. 
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rity in points of faith. Doubtless these men were strenuous 
assertors of the perfection of Scripture ! It was th&r pious 
regard to the sufficiency of holy writ that made them deny 
all certmnty of any deductions from it ! 

When this method was first brought into France, by 
some Doctors of the Church of Rome, to bring a disgrace 
upon the confessions of the reformed Churches, which 
could not be proved by formal passages, without the help 
of just and lawful consequences from Scripture; the 
learned Daille * exposed the fallacy of it, (as did Spanhe- 
mius and others in Holland and Germany ,) and at the 
same time shewed it was the constant guise of the most 
pestilent heresies that infested the Christian Church ; 
especially the Arian, Macedonian, and Eutychian. They 
all with one consent cried out. These things are not read ; 
bring us formal words of Scripture ; truth is not to be 
gathered by argument, or drawing of consequences, but is 
proved by simple testimonies. The Arians demanded a 
text in which the Son is in so many words said to be of the 
same substance or essence with the Father. The Macedo- 
nians asked, Where is it written that the Holy Ghost is 
God ? And the Eutychians, In what Scripture are the two 
natures of Christ to be read P These men, at the same time 
that they shunned a trial by Scripture-evidence, or the 
collective sense of those Scriptures which related to the 
thing in question, and refused to admit of any consequences 
drawn from two or more places put together, yet boasted 
of the respect they paid to the holy Scriptures ; and had 
this piece of sophistry always in their mouths. We will 
readily submit to whatever is written there. As if God 
had given us a revelation of simple words or ideas which 

^ Joan. Dallaei de Fidei ex Scripturis demonstratione, Adversus 
novam quorundam Latinorum methodum disputatio. 
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we can neither connect together, nor deduce any thing from. 
How exactly this Arian plea agrees with what is now 
offered to be imposed on the world by the Non-subscribers, 
you need not be informed. 

But the orthodox Fathers proved that these men abused 
the Scriptures. That they reduced them to a heap of 
insignificant words or sounds. That being destitute of 
the spirit, they served the letter only. That in imitation 
of Jewish wisdom, or rather folly, they forsook things and 
followed syllables. And complained that their method 
reduced human nature itself to a state of brutality. They 
pressed upon the heretics, that the sense of Scripture, and 
not the sound of words, was the matter of their faith. 
And that they ought to believe such things as were justly 
gathered from Scripture, though not literally expressed. 
They told them, that some things seemed to be said in Scrip- 
ture, that truly are not, as when sleeping, waking, moving 
from place to place, are applied to God ; and, that other 
things were plainly revealed there, though not formally 
written, as that God was without beginning, impassible, and 
the like. And they every were insisted on it, that the 
Scriptures were not only to be heard with our ears, but to be 
understood with our minds. 

If any would more fully know what was the sense of 
the orthodox Fathers concerning this artifice of appealing to 
express words of Scripture only, he will find it at large in 
two of Theodoret's discourses % published in the works of 
Athanasius, and added by Mr. Daille, both in Greek and 
Latin, as an Appendix to his book. The first is against 
those who are for receiving the expressions or sounds 
[rots fcovoig'] of Scripture, without considering what is signi- 
fied by them. The other is much to the same purpose, 

a See p. 3|. 
K 
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but entitled, Against those who are for believing simply 
what is said, and mind not what is convenient, or incon- 
venient. 

In the former he sharply inveighs against his adversaries 
for subverting all things human, and divesting mankind 
of what was rational in them. He complains that they 
were for using the words of Scripture, without any exercise 
of their understanding, or attending to the pious scope or 
end for which they were written. That by their method 
they rendered tlie writings of the Prophets and Apostles 
unprofitable, and annulled the efficacy of them, whilst they 
heard with their ears, but did not understand with their 
heart, nor consider the consequence of what was said: 
thereby brining upon themselves the cunie denounced 
by the prophet, Hear ye indeed^ hut understand not. He 
opposes to them the authority of St. Paul, who was for 
trying all things, and holding fast what is good ; which 
could not be done without reason and judgment, and 
having the senses exercised to discern both good and evil. 
He upbraids them with those clean beasts who were for 
chewing the cud. He puts them in mind of the instruction 
of Wisdom, that when called to a superior's table, we 
should diligently ponder what is set before us; whereas 
they were for doing nothing analogous to this with their 
spiritual food ; but were for catching at words divested of 
their sense and meaning, without consideration of what 
was the mind of Gt>d in them, what was available to us to 
know, what the truth imported, what answered the perfec- 
tion of the divine law, or was agreeable to the rational 
nature : all which, with the property of faith, were to be 
apprehended by pious meditations, and not by receiving 
certain sounds ; which he exemplifies in the exposition of 
that text, The Word was madejlesh. 
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In the second discourse he pursues the like argument, 
but more largely confutes the method of insisting simply 
on what is spoken, and not r^arding the analogy of faith, 
to find out what is convenient or inconvenient. He shews 
that at this rate it is impossible to reconcile those places 
that seem contradictory. He observes, that if we take 
these words. My Father is greater than /, simply, and not 
consider that they are to be understood economically, we 
shall presumptuously conclude that the Son is in all 
respects inferior to the Father ; contrary to his own words 
elsewhere^ / and my Father are oncy and to innumerable 
other places that plainly shew an equality, and that equal 
honour is due unto them. He gives divers other instances 
relating to the Arian controversy. And pronounces that 
the method he was opposing was an inlet to all those 
execrable doctrines, which had been at any time invented 
by the devil. That whereas the heresies of former times 
struck only at some truths, and had their particular errors, 
this was a complication of all; renewed, and exceeded all 
the errors that went before it. And it were easy to shew, 
that in this he spoke the sense of all the orthodox Fathers. 
But I refer the reader to Mr. Daille himself for a more 
distinct account of this matter ®. 

From what hath been observed you will perceive, that 
those among us, who stand so much upon words and 

* I would also recommend to the English reader^ a discourse of 
Bishop Burnet'Sy annexed to a relation of a conference held hy him and 
Bishop Stillingfleety with some gentlemen of the Church of Rome 
about reli^on. Upon a cursory view of this piece> which fell 
accidentally into my hands after I had finished my book» I found the 
Bishop gave much the same account of the rise and management of 
this plea^ and of the sentiments of the Fathers concerning it, that I 
had met with in Daille. It is remarkable, that in this dispute the 
Jesuits demanded express words of Scripture for every thing. 

k2 
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phrases, and will not allow of just consequences from 
Scripture in stating articles of faith, have this satisfaction, 
that they are so far agreed with the Jesuits, make use of 
their weapons, and tread in the steps of those who have 
been the most famous corrupters of the evangelical faith, 
and who have been censured as such by the Catholic 
Church. And though principles are not to be tried by 
authorities only, yet it is no small prejudice against this, 
that the greatest heretics have always shrouded them- 
selves under it, and that it has been universally rejected 
and condemned by the orthodox. 

For this reason I could not but be concerned to think, 
** that the late unhappy differences among the dissenting 
ministers should', as you say, center in this single point. ** 
I own your observation is just. And having your authority 
for it, I have entitled the argument between us, Cardo 
Controversial. It is that also on which the main stress of 
the controversy between us and the New Methodists, or 
modern Arians, greatly depends. Take away the authority 
of plain Scripture-consequences in stating and deter- 
mining articles of faith, and I see not how they ought 
to be censured who deny that these Three, the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, are the One God, &c. For though 
this doctrine be clearly revealed in Scripture, and has 
been regarded by all Catholic Christians, not as a human 
decision, but as a matter of pure revelation, yet still it is a 
consequence from Scripture, though a very near and 
necessary one. And if we are not obliged to believe that 
these Three are the One God, we can never be obliged 
to believe that the Son and Spirit are God in the strict 
and common sense of that word, seeing it is demonstrable 
from reason and Scripture there is but One God. I must, 

^ Letter^ p. 5. 
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therefore, acknowledge with you ', that " I scarce know 
an argument which appears to me to be of greater im- 
portance in religion ;'' since^ if we recede from this prin- 
ciple, that plain Scripture-consequences are to be regarded 
as matters of revelation, we can neither defend the ortho- 
dox faith, nor fasten any just censure on the errors that 
are contrary to it. 

You begin your remarks with observing, " that if our 
regard to Scripture-consequences should be sunk too 
low, it might reflect on the inexhaustible fulness of the 
Scriptures, so justly celebrated and admired by good men 
in all ages ; it would greatly abate and straiten the use- 
fulness of a Gospel ministry, and lay a greater restraint on 
the use of reason in matters of religion than will be allowed 
on any hand ''.^ All this is strictly true. But pray. Sir, 
when is this regard sunk too low ? Is there any medium 
between regarding them as matters of revelation, and not 
regarding them as such ? Are not these terms of imme- 
diate contradiction ? Can they be sunk lower than by 
denying they are to be regarded as matters of divine 
revelation ? And if they are such, and so to be esteemed, 
it will follow, by the justest consequence in the world, that 
they have authority to determine our judgment, and bind 
our consciences in things of the greatest necessity to be 
believed and done by Christians, if a Divine revelation 
has such authority. 

Hence I am at a loss how to apply what you add in the 
following words : «* On the other side care must be taken, 
that such a stress be not laid upon Scripture-conse- 
quences, as will reflect upon the perfection of the Scrip- 
tures themselves, or their plainness and sufficiency to 

% Letter, p. 4. ^ Ibid. 
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« 

direct those of the meanest capacities in things necessary 
to salvation ; or that shall countenance the impositions of 
fallible men, and place their deductions from Scripture 
upon a level with the sacred oracles themselves ; or, which 
would destroy or render useless that right of private 
judgment, that belongs to every man, to every Christian, 
and every minister; or, that would unnecessarily divide 
the disciples of Christ in a£Fection or communion.^ 

I readily own, that an undue stress may be laid on the 
very words of the sacred text. As when allegories and 
other high figures of speech are taken literally, (as in the 
case of transubstantiation,) without any regard to their 
figurative import : or when men earnestly contend for the 
letter of Scripture, but are indi£Ferent as to any certain 
sense or meaning it has ; which looks like making a charm 
of the words, whilst the doctrines or things signified by 
them are overlooked. You know the Antbropomorphites 
(and some Socinians have been so sottish) contend that 
God has a body, parts, and passions as men have, because 
the Scriptures speak of him sometimes under such images. 
Nor is it easy to detect or confute that notion from Scrip- 
ture, though it be manifestly repugnant to all the ideas of 
infinite perfection, without using other than Scripture- 
terms, and arguing consequentially from the nature and 
attributes of God. And as an undue stress may be laid 
on Scripture-words, or sounds, and these be even opposed 
to the mind and will of God in them ; so Scripture-con- 
sequences may be perverted, or carried too far in things of 
an inferior nature. But does it therefore follow that they 
have not the authority of a divine revelation f Then the 
express words of Scripture which are liable to the like 
abuse, must lose their authority also. If evident con- 
clusions from Scripture are indeed Scripture-revelations, 
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which you seem sometimes willing to allow ; it can never 
derogate from the perfection of the sacred oracles to pay 
that regard to them, which a divine revelation challenges 
from reasonable creatures. The respect we claim to them 
is upon this account, that they are virtually contained in, 
and a part of, the Scriptures themselves. Upon this 
principle, the more stress we lay upon them, the more we 
must of necessity regard the propositions that imply them. 
For it would argue a very odd turn of mind, for a man to 
profess a reverence for a consequential truth, and at the 
same time diminish ought from those very declarations 
whence it is inferred. Nor can any thing we plead for, 
obscure the plainness and sufficiency of a divine revela- 
tion, &c. since the more plain the Scriptures are, the 
more obvious are the conclusions that result from them ; 
and those Scriptures must be very obscure, from which 
nothing certain can be deduced. 

How far doctrines demonstrated by manifest and neces- 
sary consequences of plain Scriptural propositions may be 
deemed fundamental, and the profession of them made 
necessary to Christian communion, without countenancing 
the impositions of fallible men, shall, God willing, be 
considered in its proper place. As for placing their deduc- 
tions upon a level with the sacred oracles, I need only 
observe here, that if these deductions are just and neces- 
sary, the fallibility of those who collect them can never 
lessen their force, or render them less sacred in themselves^ 
than if gathered by persons exempt from error : but if 
they are false deductions, they are not truly Scripture- 
consequences, and so have no place in this argument. 
That right of private judgment which belongs to every 
man, is not invaded by any stress laid upon Script ure- 
consequenoes, whilst every man is left to the free use of 
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his own faculties, and allowed to act, in matters of religion, 
according to his sense of things. My regarding a conse- 
quence as a necessary part of faith, can never render use- 
less the reason of another man, or deprive him of his right 
of private judgment, unless I seek to impose my sense 
upon him by any injurious methods. And whatever 
divisions in affection or communion have hitherto hap- 
pened among Christians, these have been owing to some 
other causes, and not to any over-regard men have had to 
manifest and necessary consequences from Scripture. 

Had you plainly told us what that particular stress is, 
which, if laid upon Scripture-consequences, would be 
attended with your catalogue of mischiefs, it might help 
to elucidate the argument. But after a careful perusal of 
what you have offered, as I know not precisely what you 
would be at, in stating the regard due to Scripture-conse- 
quences ; so I am still to seek for a medium between sink- 
ing them too low, and regarding them as matters of 
revelation, which we can never consistently do, if we 
distinguish their authority from that of Scripture. In the 
close of your Letter you are pleased to apply what you had 
said in general on this subject to the doctrine of the 
Trinity. So that by the extreme which you guard againsty 
you may, perhaps, intend the putting such a stress on the 
generally received doctrine (stated in the first Article of 
the Church of England, and the fifth and sixth answers of 
the Assembly's Catechism), as to make the profession of it 
a term of communion. We shall have occasion afterwards 
to discuss this point. I would now only offer this remark, 
that upon supposition that doctrine were only a human 
decision, (which I am far from granting,) the making it a 
term of communion could never be proved an imposition, 
or an invasion of that right of private judgment which 
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belongs to every man, unless those who made it such did 
at the same time oblige others by any forcible methods, by 
any temporal penalties, or forfeitures, to embrace their 
communion ; or did by the like means hinder others from 
openly professing and acting according to their inward 
persuasions in matters purely of a religious nature. He 
who is for an unlimited toleration may indeed be an 
heretic, an infidel, or an atheist, but he can never be an 
imposer in the criminal sense of that word. We do not 
reckon those Antipaedobaptists imposers, (whatever other 
censure they may deserve,) who refuse the pledge of com- 
munion to such as will not be rebaptized, or baptized in 
their way; because, though they insist on a term of 
communion, which we apprehend is neither found in, nor 
founded on. Scripture, as a qualification for Church-mem- 
bership, yet they force none into their societies, nor are 
for inflicting temporal penalties on those who difier from 
them. But if any person should obtrude himself on their 
assemblies, and pretend to all spiritual offices and privi- 

■ 

leges among them, and at the same time refuse to comply 
with what they held necessary, I doubt not but even the 
pacific advisers among them would complain of this as an 
invasion of their liberty, and fasten the charge of impo- 
sition on the intruder. 
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CHAP. II. 

Concerning the state of the obfection^ That those who see not 
Scripture^onsequenceSy are under no obligation from 
them* 

I HAVE nothing to object ag^nst your concessions, unless 
it bCf that I think they are defectivci and scarce sufficient 
to secure the regard due to Scripture-consequences. And 
before I offer you my thoughts on your head of distinctions, 
under which you ^^ shew the difference which you conceive 
ought to be made between them^ and the plain and express 
declarations of Scripture;^ I shall, first, consider what 
you say in reference to what I took for granted was a 
common objection ag^nst the authority and binding force 
of such propositions as are proved only by consequences 
from Scripture. This I am concerned to take notice of, as 
I would not be thought to forge an objection against any 
position advanced by myself, on purpose to make a shew 
of contending for the truth against real adversaries. 
Besides, the setting this matter in a true light, will render 
the remaining part of the argument more clear and easy 
to the mind of the reader. 

My assertion was*, that manifest and necessary conse- 
quences of plain scriptural propositions, are as much a 
divine revelation, and so to be regarded, as the principles 
from which they naturally and necessarily flow. This 
coming in occasionally only, as I was vindicating the 
perfection of Scripture, and removing a common prejudice 
that arises from its being liable to be perverted by ignorant 
or designing men, (of which I gave some instances among 

' Advice to Christians, to contend for the truth, p. 28. 



GUMMING. 139 

the Papists^ who allege the words of Scripture, to colour 
the most intolerable cruelties and oppressions, as well as 
to impose upon the world the absurdity of transubstantia- 
tion,) I could not naturally pursue it in the body of the 
discourse; but referred the reader to a marginal note; 
where I observed that it was commonly objected, that 
Scripture-consequences, how natural and necessary soever 
they are supposed to be, are matters of revelation only to 
those who see them; but that others who see them not, are 
under no obligation as to these consequences. 1 verily 
thought this was no imaginary plea, but was commonly 
urged by those who except against the authority of con- 
sequences in deciding matters of religion. And therefore 
I endeavoured to detect the fallacy of it, by reducing it to 
an absurdity ; a way of reasoning allowed of by logicians 
as conclusive. 

What I o£Fered to this purpose, it seems carried its own 
evidence with it, since you have not so much as attempted 
to disprove any thing I said in answer to the objection thus 
stated. So that if it was rightly stated by me, I must be 
allowed by you to have refuted it. But it seems you would 
never state the objection as I did, without an addition. 
Here I must transcribe a whole paragraph, that the reader 
may have the satisfaction of being informed by yourself, 
how you would state the objection. 

You begin with an admonition^, '^ I would farther add 
for the caution of all, that those who have sufficient 
opportunities and means to attain the knowledge of con- 
sequential truths, cannot be excused before God for 
continuing ignorant of them ; if he knows that this is 
owing to their own wicked neglect, or obstinate rejection of 
the light/' Then it follows, ^^ So that you may plainly see, 
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I should never state the objection to your assertion as you 
do, that others who see not Scripture-consequences, are 
under no obligation from them.'" You add, ^^ I never met 
with any who so stated it, but either they expressly allowed 
this addition, or laid down in the connexion of their dis- 
course what implied it.^ I hope^ Sir, to give you entire 
satisfaction in this matter, by making you sensible, that 
others have stated the objection as I did, that you yourself 
have done it ; and that your addition signifies nothing. 

I. You ^^ never met with any who so stated the objection.^ 
What then ? Does it therefore follow that I am the only 
person who so stated it ? It is generally thought that you 
have often met with the committee of the non-subscribing 
Ministers. In their Reply, part ii. p. 17^ 18. they resolve 
the obligation we are under to receive the Scriptures them- 
selves in their real and determinate sense, merely into our 
act of discerning that sense, or the grounds of it. And 
they look upon it as an absurdity to suppose, that others 
should be obliged to believe our determinate sense (upon 
supposition we were in the right) whether they see our 
grounds or no. But of this more fully in another place. 

I presume you have seen the Occasional Paper, vol. iii. 
numb. !!• though I have no suspicion it is yours. In 
p. 21. that author proceeds thus: ^* If it shall notwithstand- 
ing be said, that what may be proved from Scripture by a 
just and lawful consequence, is to be looked upon as 
decided and determined by the Scriptures themselves: 
I answer briefly ; It certainly is so to all who see such con- 
sequences to be just and lawful ; it is so to all men who 
apprehend such proof; but this arises not from the nature 
of the consequence, but the judgment and conscience of the 
person who perceives it to be a true consequence : for all 
consequences and decisions, in themselves considered, are 
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no other than human reasonings, in which there may be 
sophistry as well as right reasoning : and therefore, there 
may be uncertainty and error, as well as security and 
truth.'" And a little after ; " These consequences must 
then be always distinguished from the authority of the 
holy Scriptures themselves: and how useful soever they 
may be for instruction or persuasion, they never can have 
authority to determine mevHa faith!^ 

The reader will excuse me from running a parallel 
between what is here asserted, and the objection stated by 
me. And you will pardon me. Sir, if having met my man^ 
I exchange a few words with him ; which shall not hinder 
my waiting on you, by and by, with all the frankness oT a 
friend. It would be an injury to this learned author, not 
to acknowledge an obligation he has laid the world under 
(especially such as are given to fanaticism and enthu- 
siasm) by a very surprising discovery. For if what he 
confidently affirms be true, it will follow by a very easy conse- 
quence, that a particular faculty of seeing or apprehending 
certain conclusions, is of itself sufficient to give them 
the stamp of a divine authority, without any regard to the 
nature of those inferences, or their connexion with Scrip- 
ture. It is here acknowledged, that just and lawful conse- 
quences are of equal authority with the Scriptures them- 
selves, to all who see such consequences to be just and 
lawful : otherwise, a point decided by them ought never 
to be looked upon as determined by the Scriptures. 
Whence then do these consequences derive an equal autho- 
rity with the Scriptures, to determine and conclude those 
who see them to be just and lawful ? Our author answers. 
This arises not from the nature of the consequences, but the 
judgment and conscience of the person who perceives it to 
be a true consequence. Whence it unavoidably follows, 
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that a man's own private judgment fixes a diTine authority 
on some deductions without any respect had to thdr own 
nature ; that is, whether in themselves they are just or 
not. There is no possible way of evading this, upon our 
author's scheme, but by denying the divine authority of 
the Scriptures. If what is proved from Scripture by a 
just and lawful consequence, is to be looked upon as 
decided and determined by the Scriptures themselves, by 
all who see such consequences to be just and lawful, (as 
this gentleman precisely affirms, though he egregiously 
contradicts himself,) then such consequences must be of 
equal authority with the Scriptures, to those who see them 
as aforesaid : this, he tells us, arises not from thdr own 
nature, but the judgment of such as apprehend them to be 
just and lawful. Either, therefore, the authority of the 
Scripture is not divine, or a man's own private appre- 
hension fixes a divine authority on some consequences, 
irrespectively and independently of what they are in 
themselves. 

And now I appeal to all mankind, whether this be not 
to lay an unconscionable stress, not on Scripture-conse- 
quences, but on a man's own eyenght ? And whether, if 
this reasoning will hold, all the authority of the Scripture 
itself, relative to us, is not to be resolved into our appre- 
hensions of it ? For if the authority of just and lawful 
consequences from Scripture arises, not from any thing in 
themselves, but from our judgment concerning them ; by 
parity of reason, the authority of Scripture, with respect 
to us, arises not from what it is in itself, but from what we 
take it to be. So that things must come to this at last, 
that all the authority of the inspired writings oy&r every 
man, that is, their power to command, and require obedi- 
ence in the name of God, is founded not on their divine 
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original, not upon the nature and evidence of what they 
reveal, but upon the judgment which every man forms of 
them. To him who sees they are a divine revelation, they 
are such. But this arises not from their intrinsic goodness, 
or positive proofs, but from the judgment and conscience 
of the person who perceives, who apprehends such proof 
of their divine originaK And whether this has not a direct 
tendency to deism and irreligion, he is blind who sees not. 

The truth is, the authority of the Scriptures arises solely 
from their divine original ; or their being the word of God, 
and therefore, spirited with all his authority over reasonable 
creatures. This they are, whether men discern it or not 
Their power to command our faith and obedience depends 
no more on the judgment we form concerning them, than 
on the decrees of popes. If men see not the authority of 
God in them, it is at their peril. They afford all the 
evidences of divinity, which it became the only wise God 
to give to intelligent beings : and the unbeliever is con- 
demned, whatever be his apprehensions of those evidences. 
Thus it is also, as to manifest and necessary consequences 
of plain Scriptural propositions. They pblige the con- 
science, not for this reason only, because a man sees them, 
(which is a blind reason ; for then a man^s own judgment 
must be the standard of every truth he is obliged to 
believe ; which what is it, but to make a man^s judgment 
his God ?) but because they are true, and truths spirited 
with the same authority with those principles from which 
they naturally and necessarily flow ; as I shall endeavour 
to make appear in the sequel of this dissertation. 

But whatever regard is due to Scripture-consequences, 
this gentleman's concessions are not much to be relied on. 
We have heard him confess, that what may be proved by 
a just and lawful consequence from Scripture^ is to be 
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looked upon as decided and detennined by the Scriptures 
themselves, by all who see such oonsequences to be just 
and lawful. But we must not take him at his word. For 
in the same series of discourse, he says, that these conse- 
quences must be always distinguished from the authority 
of the holy Scriptures themselves: that how useful soever 
they may be for instruction or persuasion, they never can 
have authority to determine men's faith : and that in 
themselves considered, they are no other than human rea- 
sonings in which there may be sophistry, and error as well 
as truth. Alas ! if this be the case with Scripture^conse- 
quences, with all such consequences, how comes it to pass, 
** that what may be proved by a just and lawful consequence 
from Scripture, ought certainly to be looked upon as 
decided and determined by the Scriptures themselves, by 
all who see such consequences to be just and lawful?" Can 
it be the duty of any, let their sight be ever so penetrat- 
ing, to look upon that as decided and determined by the 
Scriptures themselves, which is proved only by a medium 
that must be always distinguished from the authority of 
Scripture ? which depends on consequences that never 
can have authority to determine men's faith ? and in 
which there may be uncertainty and error, as well as 
security and truth ? Are not these positions contradictory ? 
If not, neither Plato himself, who this author says was 
supposed on a time to know more of the doctrine of the 
Trinity than the very Scriptures, nor any of those gentle^ 
men skilled in polemical tricks, whose metaphysical fast^ 
nesses he is so apprehensive of, and to whose reasonings he 
seems to have a mortal aversion, nor even this Anti- 
subcriber, can tell what a contradiction is. 

I would farther observe, that upon this gentjeman'^ 
principles, the doctrine of a future state could not be a 
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matter of fkith to the Church of Israel for some ages ; at 
least during that period in which they had only the writ* 
ings of Moses, their lawgiver. He is peremptory in assert- 
ing, that Scripture-consequences never can have authority 
to determine men's faith ; and he is not able to prove a 
resurrection, nor the certainty of an eternal state of 
happiness or misery after this life, from the writings of 
the first penman of Scripture, without admitting the 
authority of just and lawful consequences. And what a 
state of darkness and horror must the sincere worshippers 
of God be in, if for so long a time (perhaps for many ages) 
they were destitute of a divine authority whereon to 
ground their faith of a resurrection, and world to come ! 

I hope. Sir, you are now convinced, I had good reason 
for stating the objection against the authority of Scripture- 
consequences, as laid down in my Sermon, marg. pag. 29, 
nor will you, I suppose, henceforth say, that you never 
met with any who so stated it. And as it appears the ob- 
jection was not an invention of mine, never thought of by 
any other, I flatter myself, what I have said in opposition 
to it is, in the main, according to your mind, since you 
have said nothing to invalidate my arguments ; and you 
freely allow with me, pag. 16. of your Letter, that the 
question is not, what a man sees, or does not see, but what 
he ought to see, &c. 

II. But you insist upon it, oftener than once, that I may 
plainly see you would not have so formed the objection. 
Were this true, all that would follow is, that my argu- 
ments did not concern you at all, lior militate against any 
principle you maintained. But to be free with you. Sir, I 
think I plainly see, that you have stated the objection to 
my assertion as 1 did. I refer not now to any private con- 
versation, the circumstances of which I may have forgot, 

L 
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but to your Letter before me. Allow me here to put you 
in mind of what you have offered for my conviction, 
pag. 1 7i 18. ^^ How manifest soever the connexion of such 
consequences with the words of Scripture is to us^ that 
conveys no light at all to them [who see not these con- 
sequences] ; and it is certain they must govern themselves 
by their own, and will be judged by that measure, and not 
by ours, in the great day. If they could not see the same 
conclusions from Scripture as we do, how could that be 
binding to them ?^ I would observe to the reader, that I 
have done you justice, in presenting him with your own 
words, and in their proper order, lest he should impute 
any obscurity or impropriety he may observe in them to 
an unfair transc^ript. However, this is obvious enough, 
that here you ^* put the matter upon men's seeing, or not 
seeing only." 

And as far as I am capable of understanding what you 
object (pag. 1^.) against the significancy of the terms 
manifest and necessary in this controversy, you appear to 
me to lay the whole stress upon our different apprehensions 
of things. There you say, that ^^ the sense of these ex- 
pressions, when applied to any particular consequence, 
ihust come to this at last, that such a consequence is mani- 
fest to you or me ; that it is necessary in our judgment. 
And when we consider that the same consequence has not 
appeared natural or necessary to others, who were as wise 
and good as we can pretend to be ; all that can follow is, 
that such consequences that carry so great evidence to us 
must be as firmly believed by us as the principles they are 
derived from : not that they a^e to be esteemed as strictly 
a part of revelation to Christians in general, as the words 
of Scripture.'* What is this. Sir, but to lay the obligation 
to be determined by manifest and necessary consequences 
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from Scripture, solely upon the judgment of the person 
who happily sees these qualifications, without any regard 
to what they are in themselves ? For at the top of this 
paragraph, you say, that these adjectives, manifest and 
necessary, give no weight to my proposition, because what 
appears manifest and necessary to you or me, may not do 
so to others. And you add afterwards, ^^ if they could not 
see the same conclusions from Scripture as we do, how could 
that be binding to them ?^' If in any other place you seem 
to contradict this, I am not answerable for such turns of 
thought. 

III. Your additional allowance alters not the state of 
the objection. Let us take it as it lies in page 16. Your 
words are, ^^ It appears to me, that consequences from 
Scripture are obligatory only upon those, who either 
actually see the connexion of them with Scripture- 
declarations, or have had sufficient means to discover 
that connexion, unless they were wickedly negligent or 
obstinate : and that of this last, God alone is a competent 
judge, and not one man concerning another." I shall 
presently shew, that this is not to the purpose. But in the 
first place, I would willingly know, whether it is possible, 
a man may see the connexion of things, who has not had 
sufficient means to discern the things themselves, and the 
dependence of one thing upon another ? if not, where is 
the emphasis of this addition, as you call it ? Does not the 
obligation that lies on reasonable creatures to be deter- 
mined by the Scripture, the express words of Scripture, 
necessarily imply that they have had sufficient means to 
convince them of their divine authority ? And did not I 
bring this parallel to shew the weakness of the objection 
against the regard due to Scripture-consequences ? You 
add, " unless they were wickedly negligent, or obstinate." 
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And so they must be, who have had sufficient means, as 
above, and have not duly attended to them. But of this^ 
you say, God alone is a competent judge. He is so, the 
only judge of men's hearts ; but we may and must judge of 
things and propositions. And it is no invasion of Grod^s 
prerogative, if we judge thus, that men'^s ignorance of those 
divine matters they had means and opportunities of 
knowing, and which it was their duty to know, can be 
owing to no other cause than wilful neglect or obstinacy. 

But that which shews that your sense of extending the 
obligation of Scripture-consequences to such as have 
sufficient means of discovery alters not the state of the 
case, is, that you expressly discharge from all obligation 
those, who, after what you call long and careful enquiries, 
see not those consequences that are in question, how 
manifest or necessary soever they may appear to others to 
be. Thus you express yourself, page 18. " If they (men 
who profess to have made long and careful enquiries) 
could not see the same conclusions from Scripture as we 
do, how could that be binding to them ?^ And in the same 
page ; ^^ That a man is not obliged to receive those conse- 
quences from Scripture, which though they appear plain 
and necessary to another, yet appear not so to him, if he 
conscientiously enquires into the matter, and endeavours 
to discover the truth. Yea, that a man would not be 
obliged to receive the Scriptures themselves, if God knows, 
that upon a conscientious enquiry after truth, he cannot 
discover the evidence of them." 

In these periods it is supposed, 1. That men have 
sufficient means and opportunities. Without this, it is 
nonsense to talk of the obligation of Scripturerconsequences, 
or Scripture- premises : for no man can be obliged by any 
truth which he has not had sufficient means to find out. 
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There is indeed no inseparable connexion between a man'^s 
having sufficient means to discern a divine truth, and his 
actual seeing it ; but there is an eternal necessary connexion 
between his being obliged to receive such truth, and his 
having sufficient means to attain to the knowledge of it. 
The Jews had sufficient means to discover that Jesus was 
the M essias ; otherwise, they could not be condemned for 
their unbelief: but they did not actually see it. They 
concluded that he was an impostor and blasphemer ; which 
was an extreme error of mind, for which wi:ath came upon 
them to the uttermost. 2. It is here supposed that under 
such means, some discern the truth of Scripture-conse- 
quences, others do not. S. That those others to whom the 
consequences in question do not appear, do conscientiously 
enquire into the matter, and seek to find out the truth. 
Upon which, 4. it is concluded, that such are free from 
all obligation as to these consequences. Now, though it 
be an absurdity to suppose tiie means and opportunities 
sufficient, and men's endeavours to find out the truth to 
be in proportion to them, without answerable success ; yet, 
whilst this is supposed, and in that case men freed from all 
obligation, it Jeaves the exception against the authority of 
Scripture-consequences just as I stated it. 

Had there been less confusion of thought in what you 
have offered under this head, from page 16. to page 19. 
your meaning might be more easily apprehended : but as 
far as I am able to make any thing of your observations, I 
cannot but think you have, in the same discourse, justified 
both my stating the objection as I did, and my answer to 
it. The objection, Sir, is your own ; and, bating some 
inconsistencies, you are agreed with me in what I have said 
against it. 
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CHAP. III. 

Several considerations offered in proof of this doctrine^ 
That plain Scripture-consequences are matters ofreveta- 
tion; and have the authority of Scripture in determine 
ing articles of faith. 

In what remains, I shall more particularly consider that 
part of your Letter which most affects the regard which I 
apprehend is due to manifest and necessary conclusions 
from Scripture-principles. I have already intimated that 
I own the truth of your concessions as far as they go; 
though I cannot conclude with you, that they are every 
way suffident to secure the proper use and honour of all 
such consequences. For I do not perceive that you allow 
them any authority in stating and determining articles of 
faith. And some readers cannot but be sensible of a 
disappointment, when after a pompous shew of a sacred 
regard to such inferences as naturally arise out of the 
express words of Scripture, under five special heads, they 
find what you granted explained away in your subsequent 
distinctions. 

The doctrine I am concerned to inaintain is, that 
manifest and necessary consequences of plain Scriptural 
propositions are as much a divine revelation, and so to be 
regarded, as the principles from which they naturally and 
necessarily flow. 

This you say, you cannot think. I shall, therefore, offer 
some considerations in proof of this doctrine ; and then 
consider what you and some others have said to the 
contrary. Nor can you blame me, if I sometimes plead 
your own authority, to which I shall always pay a due 
regard. 
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Here then it is to be observed, that we speak not now of 
words, but of things. What is asserted, is to be under- 
stood of Scripture-consequences materially considered. 
The doctrines or truths that necessarily result from one 
or more places of Scripture, are, as to the matter of them, 
as much a divine revelation, as the passages themselves 
from which they flow. My general position cannot be 
otherwise understood, without a manifest violation. No 
man was ever so abdurd. as to imagine, that consequences 
are in the same literal sense a part of revelation, as the 
words of Scripture ; for then they would cease to be 
consequences. As when we use the word revelation, wt 
do not intend by it a lexicon of words sent down from 
heaven ; but a supernatural discovery of divine troths, or 
the signification of the will of God; (the design of a 
revelation being, not to teach us how to speak, but how to 
think and act as becomes reasonable creatures, capable of 
religion.) So, when it is affirmed that evident conclusions 
from Scripture are as much a divine revelation, &c. 
all that can be meant by this is, that they are equally 
truths of a divine original with the principles that 
necessarily comprehend them ; and that they have the 
same authority to determine our faith. 

Having premised this explication of my meaning, which 
I presume will not be excepted against by any, you will 
allow me, 

I. In the first place, to argue from your own concessions. 
You grant, ^^ that consequences which justly follow from 
Scripture-principles — ^may, in a sense, be called a part of 
revelation." This you apply to the doctrine of a future 
state of happiness for good men, which you say was a part 
of the divine revelation made in the books of Moses, 
bectfuse God therein declared himself the God of the 
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Patriarchs, after their several deaths. Now if plain 
Scripture-consequences may in a sense be called a part of 
revelation, they may be truly so called. And for this very 
reason, they must, as to the matter of them, be as much 
so, as the propositions that manifestly and necessarily imply 
them ; that is, they must be truths of the same kind, and 
of the same original conveyance. There is no room for a 
distinction here of more or less. As a just consequence 
from propositions containing natural trutlis, or truths found 
out by human means, depends as much upon the nature 
and respects of things, as the premises it belongs to ; so, 
necessary deductions from principles purely supernatural, 
have the same authority, the same original, and are as much 
a revelation, as the primary truths from which they are 
derived. 

The reason of this is, that such consequences are 
virtually contained in Scripture, and flow from the same 
fountain of truth with the express declarations thereof. 
Hence they command our assent by virtue of the authority 
of God over us. To deny that they are contained in 
Scripture, is to deny our own reason, to render all argu- 
mentation impossible, and, as Theodoret complains in a 
discourse already referred to, assimilate men unto brutes^ 
And if they are contained in Scripture, God must be the 
author of them, and they are truly divine. Men do not 
always see the consequences of their own opinions, but 
often disclaim them. It is not so with the Author and 
Finisher of our faith. He had a perfect comprehension of 
every thing he has revealed, whether explicitly, or by a 
necessary implication. He knew that from such and such 
propositions certain conclusions would necessarily arise in 
the mind of man, so that the one could not be apprehended, 
but the other must be understood. Or, as you express 
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it) **" He knew that they might, and designed that they 
should, be collected by reasonable creatures," To what 
purpose, pray, but to determine their faith, and govern 
their practice, in matters of religion ? And could they be 
designed for this end, if they had not the perfection and 
authority of a divine revelation ? If therefore every thing 
contained in Scripture, and designed by God, as a part of 
it, for our instruction, is a matter of revelation, this regard 
cannot be denied to plain Scripture-consequences, without 
obscuring the wisdom of God, and lessening the sacred- 
ness of his truth in the esteem of men. 

It is to me, therefore, utterly unaccountable, bow men 
that pretend to plead for the perfection of Scripture, 
should demur or except against the divine authority of 
what is clearly and necessarily concluded from it : or, so 
much as question whether such conclusions are equally a 
matter of revelation, with those first principles of the 
oracles of God, in which they are virtually contained. 
What kind of revelation would that be, from which no 
inferences could be drawn, on which we might with equal 
security and certainty ground our faith and hope, as on the 
most express declarations ? Nothing can be imagined more 
incongruous with respect to God, or more useless and 
insignificant with respect to man, than such an unintelligible 
revelation. I say, unintelligible, for we cannot understand 
the sense of any single proposition, (far less of complex 
propositions, that have more predicates and subjects than 
one ; and many such we meet with in the sacred oracles,) 
but we must unavoidably draw some conclusion from them ; 
and be every way as much assured of its truth, as that we 
know any thing of the propositions themselves. Besides, 
there is scarce any proposition that is so absolutely one, 
but it necessarily comprehends more than is literally 
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expressed. Whenever these words, the man Ckriei Jestu^ 
offer themselres to our thoughts, we cannot help conclud- 
ing that Jesus Christ had a true body, of such a figure, 
parts, and dimensions ; and that this body was informed 
and animated by a rational soul, or spirit, of the same kind 
and species with other men^s. Whoever denies either of 
these consequences, denies that Jesus Christ was a man. 
And these inferences (supposing them to be just) are 
equally Scripture-truths, with the expressions that neces- 
sarily include them. Thus the words of Moses, In the 
beginning God created the heaven and the earthy accord- 
ing to the ideas we have of them, contain the following 
propositions ; That the world had a beginning ; and. That 
God is a Being substantially differing from, and more 
excellent than, those heavens and that earth which he 
created. So far as these consequences are just and 
necessary, so far are they contained in the first propo* 
sition : if we consider that, as a doctrine demonstrable by 
human reason, these deductions are truths of the same 
kind and evidence ; and so far as it is a matter of pure 
revelation, they are equally so. 

That they are collected or apprehended by men, alters 
not their nature or quality ; since, as you rightly observe, 
they are as *^ certainly true in themselves, as the principles 
from whence they flow, — independent of any man^s collect- 
ing them ; and whether any actually see them or no"." 

Nor does it weaken the force of them, that they are, and 

must be, expressed in words that are not strictly 

canonical, any more than it derogates from the authority 

of Scripture-expressions, that they were originally invented 

by men. No words are properly a part of revelation, but 

those in the original text. Nor are (all) these absolutely 

■ Letter, p. 7, 8. 
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of a divine descent, as the truths they represent are. 
They are (most of them) parts of revelation only by 
adoption. For the common Parent of all intelligent beings, 
who gave to men the power of reasoning, and discerning the 
nature and connexion of things, gave them also the faculty 
of speech, or a capacity of composing words, and forming 
languages, that they might freely comtnunicate their 
thoughts to one another* Some of these 6od made use of 
in revealing his mind and will to mankind. The truths 
or things contained in that revelation, and not the arbitrary 
signs of conveying or representmg them, are the proper 
and ultimate object of our understandings. So that the 
sense of Scripture, and not the sound of words, is what* 
we are chiefly to regard, unkss we will renounce our 
understandings, and frustrate the end of a revelation. 
And a proposition in the English tongue, that truly 
expresses the sense of Scripture, is as mnch a divine 
revelation, and so to be regarded, as the same proposition 
in the Greek or Hebrew originals. It suffices, whether 
in originals, translations, or necessary inferences, that the 
words or Mgns be accommodated to represent the thing 
or doctrine intended to be signified by them, plainly, 
and without deceit ; which is all the use they serve for. 

II. Secondly, to set this matter in a more unexception- 
able light, the Scriptures make no distinction between their 
own express declarations, and the consequences that natu- 
rally result from them ; but teach us to regard these as a 
part of themselves, and as of equal authority with what is 
formally written. This will appear by an induction of 
some particulars. Acts xxiv. S5, 96^ 9,7, Then he said 
tmio fhem, O fooh^ and stow of fteart to believe all thai 
the Prophets have spoken: ought not Christ to have 
suffered these things^ and to enter into his glory f And 
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beginning ai Moees^ and aU the ProphetSj he ewpounded 
unto them in all the Scripturee the things concerning him- 
eelf. And ver. 44, 46. He said unto them^ These are the 
words fvhich I spake unto yoUf while I was yet with you^ 
that all things mustbefiUfiUed which were written^ inthelaw 
o/Moses, and in the Prophets^ and in tiie Psalms^ concern- 
ing me. • . • Thus it is written^ [ycyg«rrfiu»] and thus it be- 
hoved Christ to suffer, and to rise from the dead the third 
day. It will not be pretended that the things here men- 
tioned were syllabically contained in either of these divi- 
sions of holy writ ; or that the disciples, who are here 
reproved for their slowness of heart to believe, could 
receive the testimony of the Prophets concerning them, 
without admitting the authority of just and lawful conse- 
quences. Yet they are said to be spoken by the Prophets^ 
to he in the Scriptures, and to be written in the law of 
Moses* So that if we will be determined by the judgment 
of our Saviour, in this case, my general proposition is true 
beyond all dispute; for he regarded Scripture-consequences 
as Scripture itself. When he bid the Jews search the 
Scriptures, John v. 39* it was to this end, that out of them 
they might gather he was the promised Messias. This 
they could never do; they could neither examine the 
prophetical writings, nor gather from thence that Jesus 
was the Messiah, without making a judgment on things^ 
and drawing inferences, on which they might depend with 
as much security, as on the express words of Scripture. 
When in the same place he adds, They [the Scriptures] 
testify of me s he could not mean it of any literal testi- 
mony concerning Jesus of Nazareth, any more than the 
Evangelist, who says, It was spoken by the Prophets^ He 
shall be called a Naxarene, could mean, that that prediction 



GUMMING. 167 

was verbo tentis to be read ia their writings; but they 
testified of him really and truly ; and this testimony was 
as valid, and as much a divine revelation, as the most 
formal expressions could be ; and left those who received 
it not as much without excuse. He therefore tells them, 
Had ye believed Mosea (had you with understanding and 
judgment believed his doctrine, for they readily owned 
the words of Scripture,) ye wotdd have believed me (to be 
the Messiah), ^^ he wrote of me, ver. 46. 

If it be said that our Saviour was infallible in his 
deductions, and might urge them upon the consciences 
of his hearers by virtue of his own authority, which others 
may not pretend to or presume to do ; I answer, that his 
authority was the thing in question: and had he made use 
of any fallacious argument to prove it by, it would make 
against him. But it is plain he does not here barely assert 
bis own authority, or his witness of himself ; but appeals 
to the Scriptures, and to their own understandings. And 
the method he puts them upon is a demonstration, that they 
themselves might draw such conclusions from Scripture^ 
had they searched them with due care and preparation of 
mind, as were infallibly true, on which they might, with 
confidence, ground their faith ; and which had all the 
force and authority of a divine revelation. It is also evi- 
dent that they actually built their faith on Scripture^ 
inferences ; since without these, they could never think, as 
they did, that eternal life, and the way to it, was revealed 
in the Old Testament. So that our Saviour^s infallibility 
strengthens my argument ; and undeniably proves, that 
manifest and necessary consequences from Scripture are 
Scripture-revelations, and so to be regarded and depended 
on ; otherwise our Saviour would never determine that they 
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were 80 ; nor direct his hearers to rely upon them as such, 
in a matter of the greatest importance. 

His Apostles followed the same method. St. Peter 
prored the resurrection of Christ by a train of conse- 
quences out of the sixteenth Psalm*. The infidel Jews were 
convinced by his reasoning, not by his authority. And lio 
Christian can imagine he would have offered a proof which 
was not, in its own nature, sufficiently convincing, and of 
such evidence as to leave unbelievers without excuse. 
St. Paul never scruples to affirm S how that Christ died for 
our sins according to the Scriptures: and that he was 
buriedf and that he rose again the third day according io 
the Scriptures; which he would never have done, if - 
articles of faith might not be proved by evident conclu- 
sions from Scripture-principles. Thus, Acts xvii. 2, 3. He 
reasoned with the Jews in Thessalonica^ out of the Scrip- 
tureSi opening and ailing that Christ must needs have 
sfiffiBredi and risen from the dead, and that Jesus was the 
Christ. The words 8iayo/ya»y and wagccnt§fMvo$, refer to 
the Scriptures out of which he reasoned with the Jews. 
He laid open the meaning and design of them ; and by 
collating one thing with another, (so wagariiivai imports,) 
prophecies with events, types and figures with the things 
signified by them, he so adapted and applied the sense and 
scope of the ancient oracles, that out of them he proved 
(or made it plain to their eyesight) that Jesus was the 
Christ. Whence it follows, that just and lawful conse- 
quences from Scripture are not to be distinguished from 
Scripture-revelations, and that they have ^^ authority to 
determine men^s faith.^ It was a matter of faith to the 
Jews, or ought to have been so, that Christ must needs 

* Acts ii. ^ 1 Cor. xv. 3, 4. 
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have stfffkredf and arise from the dead ; and thai Jeaus 
was the Christ; and yet the Apostle proposes these 
propositions to them, as consequences inferred from the 
Scriptures of the Old Testament. He did not interpose 
the authority of an Apostle^ which was not acknowledged 
by them ; (nor did his authority add any force to his 
argument;) but he reasoned with them, (which was an 
appeal to their own judgments,) and proved his doctrine 
by Scripture-inferences. It is remarkable, that the noble 
Bereans (with whom the Apostle dealt in the same manner) 
were not determined by his authority, but searched the 
Scriptures^ whether things were as he represented them'*. 
They never disputed the evidence of a just and lawful 
consequence. Their concern was to know whether those 
raised by St. Paul were so or no. To this purpose they 
searched the Scriptures with accuracy, diligence, and by 
making of judgments, as the expression denotes; and 
finding things as the Apostle delivered them, they are 
convinced ; they receive his doctrine with all readiness of 
mind, and fix their faith on the uncontrollable evidence of 
reason and good sense. This was truly noble. Whereas 
had they insisted on it, that the Apostle in appealing to 
Scripture, should shew his doctrine to be in so many words 
contained therein ; had they refused to be concluded by 
argument, or to admit a persuasion from just and sober 
reasoning ; had they told the Apostle, that consequences, 
how true soever in themselves, could not be a matter of 
faith to them, or, that things necessary were not left to 
consequences; they had been unworthy of that moral 
character, which is signified by the word fuyevedregot; which 
excellency of spirit is denied of the Jews in Thessalonica, 
who though they acknowledged the Scriptures, yet saw 

5 Acts xvii. 11. T« »«/* 4/Mi^«v ^MtK^iNvrif rki y^u^df. 
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not the Apostle^s grounds; and seem to have been of 
opinion, that nothing deduced by consequence could 
warrant a firm belief, or be esteemed an article of faith. 

III. Thirdly^ The manner in which our Saviour proved 
the truth of the resurrection, is of itself sufficient to 
decide this controversy. For if Scripture-consequences 
never can have authority to determine men'^s faith, if they 
must be always distinguished from the authority of Scrip- 
ture, he took a very wrong method to convince the 
Sadducees, who at that time came to try him, and watch 
all opportunities of lessening his esteem. The doctrine of 
the resurrection was contained in that oracle, / am the 
God of Abraham^ the God of Isaac^ and the God of Jacobs 
or it was not. The negative will be rejected by every 
Christian, as blasphemy against our Lord, who expressly 
affirms, that Moses shewed at the btishj that the dead are 
raised*. And the affirmative cannot be consistently held, 
without owning that just inferences from Scripture are as 
divinely true as the propositions from which they spring, 
and of equal authority in matters of faith. If this be 
denied, we must discharge the Sadducees from any obliga- 
tion to believe that a future state was revealed in the Law. 
And then, how comes our Saviour to censure them as 
greatly erroneous ? 

If it be said that he condemned them for not receiving 
the other inspired writings, in which there are more direct 
assertions of this doctrine ; and not because they saw not 
the resurrection in the books of Moses, as you suggest': 

I answer, 1. That the common opinion of the Sadducees 
riejecting the other prophetic writings, is grounded only 
upon an uncertain tradition, on which no argument can be 
founded. The Evangelists, who are very particular in 

^ Luke XX. 37. « Letter, p. 16. 
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mentioning their errors, take no notice of this. Nor is it 
likely they should be in so much repute, or bear so great 
a sway in the Jewish nation as they did, had they openly 
disclaimed all regard to the rest of the prophets : though 
they might perhaps give a preference to the five books of 
Moses, which were the foundation of their law, and even a 
standard by which they were to try the doctrines of the 
succeeding prophets. Had they expressly renounced the 
authority of the other parts of Scripture, the Prophets 
and the Hagiographa, it is very probable our Saviour 
would as expressly condemn them for it, as he did the Pha- 
risees for their corrupt glosses on the law, and the super- 
stitious regard they paid to the traditions of the elders. 
Nor does his confuting them out of Moses, rather than 
any other inspired writer, prove any such thing. Other 
and better reasons may be assigned for the method he 
took, than barely the use of an argument ad hominem. 
For the Law, as I hinted already, was the original standard 
by which all doctrines were to be tried. It contained the 
Covenant of God with that church and nation, which 
was the foundation of their faith. Hence it was most 
proper that an article of this importance in religion should 
be proved to be contained in that Law or Covenant. And 
perhaps no one single text can be produced out of the Old 
Testament, that contains a more solid and substantial 
proof of a future state, (which was the main point in 
question,) and, consequently, of a resurrection, than that 
alleged by our Saviour; the argument from it being 
founded on God's covenant with the Patriarchs. This 
[/ am the God of Abraham^ 4*c.] being his name for ever, 
and his chosen memorial, and declared to be so long after 
their deaths, was a plain and positive proof that they 
were still in covenant with him ; that God was their God, 

M 
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and they his beneficiaries ; which was a direct confutation 
of the heresy of the Sadducees, who denied the existence 
of souls in a separate state^ and had no hopes after this 
life. If Jehovah was in the time of Moses the God of the 
Patriarchs ; if they were still in covenant with him, (as 
the words ran in the form of the covenant ; with which 
every natural Jew was well acquainted ;) it follows by a 
plain indubitable consequence, that they still existed, and 
were alive to God ; it being impossible that Jehovah 
should be the God of the absolutely dead. Thus a future 
state being, I may venture to say, asserted by Moses in 
this famous oracle, it required no long or difficult train of 
reasoning to infer from thence the resurrection of the dead ; 
nor had the Sadducees denied it, had they believed a 
future state of rewards and punishments after this life. 

But, 2. Whether that sect rejected the other divine 
writings or not, it does not alter the case now before us. 
For when our Saviour censures them as erring, and not 
knowing the Scriptv/rea^ he means those very Scriptures 
out of which he confuted their impious tenets. To sug- 
gest the contrary, as you seem to do, is to speak at random, 
without any colour of proof, and in a way not very ho- 
nourable to our Lord : as implying that the Sadducees 
might understand and believe the writings of Moaes^ and 
particularly that part of the Law referred to, and yet not 
believe a resurrection and a future state. Which^ whoever 
thinks, must, if he is not resolved to defy all consequences, 
think at the same time that our Saviour argued very 
poorly. When our Lord appealed to that which was 
spoken unto them by God^ saying, / am the God of Abra- 
hanij <$*c. he appealed to those very Scriptures which 
they understood not, and which were a convincing evidence 
of the doctrine denied by them. This is more fully ex- 
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pressed by St. Luke, ch. xx. ver. 37, 38. Now that the 
dead are raised^ even Moses shewed at the btish^ when he 

ealleth the Lord the God of Jbraham For he is not 

a God of the dead, but of the living. The word sft^vt/o-ev 
imports it was the design of that solemn declaration, to 
point out a life after this. And the order of the words in 
St. Mark plainly shews, that the Sadducees are censured 
for not being determined by the authority of Moses ; for 
after an appeal to his decision, it follows, Ye therefore do 
greatly err; viz. in denying what Mo'ses shewed at the 
bush. 

In all this our Saviour did not once urge his own 
authority. Nor did he impose upon the Sadducees any 
human decisions ; but he proved the point from Scrip- 
ture. The argument was, in its own nature, conclusive ; 
and perhaps as good as could be fetched from the Old 
Testament. They could as easily evade the plainest text 
in the Psalms, or the Prophets, as this consequence, God 
is not the God of the dead, but of the living, therefore the 
Patria/rchs are stiU alive unto God. Had it been proposed 
by a Pharisee, or any of those Jews who believed a future 
state, the Sadducees ought to have yielded to its evidence : 
yea, they were inexcusable in that they themselves did not 
discern it, and resolve their faith into it. 

We may farther observe, that our Lord made no such 
distinction, as our new Methodists do, between the express 
declarations of Scripture, and the conclusions that neces- 
sarily flow from them ; but on this, as well as on other 
occasions, regarded them as of equal force to oblige the 
conscience. What might be justly inferred from Scrip- 
ture, though not literally expressed, is said by him to be 
spoken by the Prophets, to be in the Scriptures, written 

M 2 
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in the LaWj and shewed by Moses. And many instances 
might be given in which his inspired ministers expressed 
themselves in as strong terms^ when they proved their 
doctrine by a succession of consequences ; especially in 
their disputes about Justification, and the L.aw. Even 
those points that were solemnly decided in council, the 
Apostles afterwards proved by inferences out of the Old 
Testament ; which they would never have done, if such 
arguments were not sufficient to direct our faith. And 
though we are not infallible in all our deductions, as they 
were, yet the use they made of the Scriptures, being in 
reality an appeal to the judgments of fallible men, unde- 
niably proves that we are capable of making true and 
certain inferences, on which we may depend with as much 
security, as on any proposition contained in the Bible. 
Nor is it indeed possible we can understand any thing 
that is said, without conceiving more than is expressed. 

Our Saviour and his Apostles had to do with a very 
captious sort of people; and yet we find not that they 
made any exceptions against this way of proving articles 
of faith. When Christ bid the Jews search the Scrip- 
tures, as testifying of him, and tells them ' that Moses 
wrote of him, they were not so sottish as to demand simple 
texts, in which what he declared unto them, as a matter of 
revelation, was formally written. Even the Sadducees 
themselves were strangers to this kind of shuffling. How 
easily might they, upon the principles of some modern 
sceptics, have put our Saviour to silence, instead of being 
silenced by him ! It was but telling him, Whatever is 
written in our Law explicitly, and in so many words, is 
indeed the matter of our faith ; but as for your deduc- 
tions, we can make no account of them ; they can never 
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be a sure ground of belief to us. " Things necessary depend 
not upon consequences'.^ Shew us where our lawgiver 
Moses makes express mention of the resurrection of the 
dead, the immortality of the souls of men, or their living 
in a separate state, and we will believe. If you cannot do 
this, we ought not to be censured as greatly erroneous for 
denying a consequence, whilst we profess our belief of 
every thing that is expressly found in our Law, and 
readily own the words of Scripture ». Thus they might 
have exploded our Saviour's argument, (who on this 
occasion reasoned with them as a private man would do,) 
had they been of the same sentiments with some in our 
day, whose faith seems to be in empty sounds. But they 
were strangers to these childish and sophistical evasions. 
And though their lusta were so interested, that they were 
willing to exempt . themselves from the fears of a future 
judgment ; they made no exception against the force of a 
lawful consequence. They seem to go away convinced, 
though unwillingly. The Scribes and Pharisees, who were 
extremely prejudiced against our Saviour, and would not 
like an argument the better for his using it, confessed that 
he answered them well. And the multitude gave their 
Amefif being ravished with his doctrine. 

- * Reply of the Non-SubscribiDg IMinisterf, part ii. p. 18, 21. 
« Ibid. p. 17. 
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CHAP. IV. 

The foregoing doctrine farther confirmed^ and objections 
answered. That some consequences depend not on any 
arbitrary act of our minds in collecting them. That to 
deny the authority of Scripture-consequences in dimne 
matters^ because they are deduced by ratiocination, is to 
overturn all certainty of faith among men* A digres- 
sion proving, against a late writer, that there may he 
actual certainty in matters of faith ; and that this is a 
Protestant principle. We have as sure a way to ascer- 
tain ourselves of the truth and lawfulness of Scripture- 
consequences. The new plea strikes at the grand princi- 
ples of natural religion ; and renders the creed of a Deist 
as uncertain as the faith of a Christian. A Corollary, 
shewing that an assent founded on Scripture-conse- 
quences is a divine faith, 4*c. 

The fallibility of human reasoning is, I confess, the 
most plausible objection that can be alleged against the 
authority and binding force of Scripture-consequences* 
And since this very plea is made use of, not only to weaken 
the force of these, but to overthrow all certainty in matters 
of faith, I shall endeavour to give a full and satisfactory 
answer to it. 

I. And, first, I would observe, that some consequences 
are so unavoidable, (though men willingly blind may not 
see them,) that it is more proper to say, they force them- 
selves upon us, than that they are collected by us. For 
though it may be in our power to withhold our thoughts 
from a close attentive survey of these objects or propo- 
sitions which are propounded to them ; yet, when we 
accurately consider the nature and reason of things, and 
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diligently enquire into the meaning and evidence of certain 
propositions, it is not in our power to obviate or resist 
some consequences that necessarily arise out of our ideas* 
They come pouring in upon us ; and that without any 
voluntary exercise of our rational faculties ; nay, perhaps, 
even against our wills. Thus from the consideration of 
what God is, and what man is, we cannot help concluding 
that it is the duty of man to honour God. It is true, a 
man may work his mind to such a pitch of a practical 
atheism, as never to think seriously on either of these 
objects ; and so be willingly ignorant of all moral obli- 
gations towards his Maker, on whom he continually 
depends. But it is impossible for him to turn his thoughts 
this way, without seeing the above-mentioned consequence, 
and being as infallibly certain of the truth of it, as he is, 
or can be, of his own existence, or the existence of God. 
Consequences of this irresistible evidence, the apprehending 
of which scarce depends on that exercise of our faculties 
which is called judgment, or on any arbitrary operation of 
our minds in searching them out, are proper objects of 
knowledge. Whether our ideas, as referred to particular 
objects or propositions, are in themselves true or false: it is 
a matter of knowledge and undoubted certainty, that from 
such real or supposed principles, certain consequences 
unavoidably and irrefragably result. And we can no more 
avoid seeing them, if we attentively consider the premises, 
than we can avoid seeing objects, if we will but open our 
eyes in broad daylight. Either therefore we are utterly 
incapable of being infallibly certain of the truth of any 
thing, or we may be perfectly assured of the truth of some 
consequences, notwithstanding the fallibility of human 
reason. That the proposition. These Three are One God^ 
is a consequence of this sort of evidence, from premises 
acknowledged by you and me ; so that if these premises be 
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true, this consequence must not only be true in itself, but 
must unavoidably be discerned to be a necessary conse- 
quence, by every one who will but take the pains to look 
into these premises ; I shall more fully shew in its proper 
place. 

II. Secondly^ As to those consequences that may more 
strictly be said to be collected from Scripture by argument 
and discourse, which deduction is a proper act of ratioci- 
nation ; we have the same assurance concerning them, as 
we have that we understand the premises. If we can 
arrive at any certainty concerning the meaning of Scripture 
words or propositions, we have the very same security 
concerning the conclusions that naturally rise out of them. 
And if we may not, with an undoubted confidence, build 
our faith upon plain inferences from Scripture, because 
there is a mixture of human reasoning in the collection of 
them, neither can we with a firm persuasion found our 
faith upon express declarations, because it is by our 
rational faculties that we search out and apprehend 
their sense and meaning. So that if this objection proves 
any thing, it proves too much ; viz. that having used our 
best endeavours to understand the mind and will of God in 
his word, we can after all arrive at no certainty of faith or 
knowledge, but must be tossed up and down in a miserable 
suspense, questioning and doubting every thing, and scarce 
be able to reach at a semi-persuasion in matters of the 
greatest moment. 

And must we turn sceptics, because we are not 
infallible? Because in some things our judgment may 
deceive us, are we therefore incapable of making any 
certain inferences ? Because we may err, does it therefore 
follow that we can never be sure of any thing? These are 
the hopeful consequences of denying all certainty of human 
reasoningi either in finding out the meaning of Scripture 
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wordS) or in drawing conclusions from them. It destroys 
all certainty in matters of faith. But, 

III. Thirdly f Because some will not like your objection 
the worse, that it may be pressed with such consequences, 
it will not be improper, ere I urge them farther, to ex- 
amine the plea of those, who tell us roundly that we 
cannot be certain of any thing of this kind, and that to 
pretend to it, is to set up the same claim with the Pope 
and Church of Rome. If this be true, it is no just ex- 
ception against your argument that it destroys such 
certainty ; whereas if the contrary be true, your objection 
must needs be fallacious. It will not therefore carry us 
wide of the argument between us, but will be rather a 
foundation to go upon, if we enquire a little into the 
merits of this plea. 

The anonymous author " of " The Nature and Conse- 
quences of Enthusiasm considered,^ &c. who, under the 
guise of a Protestant Dissenter, has entered the lists against 
the subscribing Ministers, or rather against the doctrine of 
the blessed Trinity, is very bold and peremptory on this head. 
He makes himself merry with the following expressions of 
the Reverend Mr. Tong. ** We are far from pretending 
to an infallible judgment about Gospel truth and error, 
but we take it to be an agreed point with Protestants, 
that there may be certainty, where there is not infallibi- 
lity ; and none can deny this, unless they will venture to 
assert, that we can in no case know we are in the right, 
but by being assured that it is impossible for us, in any 
case, to be in the wrong"*.*" This the Letter-writer calls, 

^ Thomas Morgan, the infidel, the great adversary of Scripture-consequences. 
Ed. 

f The Doctrine of the blessed Trinity stated and defended by some London 
Ministers. Introduct. pag. 5. 
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a very peculiar and remarkable piece of reasoning ; which, 
** being to his understanding a plain oontradictioD, he will 
never believe that all Protestants are agreed in it, till he 
has better authority for it.^ But what if one should shew 
him, that this reasoning is not peculiar to Mr. Tong, and 
offer some proof that it is no more remarkable than true ? 
Will he then confess that his surprise was the effect of 
ignorance; or that he wilfully put an absurd sense on 
words capable of a just and sober meaning? However it 
may be as to the former, I very much suspect this last. 
For when it is asserted, that there may be certainty (about 
Grospel truth and error) where there is not infallibility, 
any candid reader would take the meaning to be, that we 
may be actually certain concerning some such points, with- 
out being absolutely infallible in every such point. If 
this be a plain contradiction to his understanding, who can 
help it? Perhaps the *^ Nature and Consequence of Enthu- 
siasm^ have vapoured his head, that he imagines he sees 
contradictions where they are not ; but then it is pity he 
should in the very next page own, ^* that men may be certain 
or infallible in some cases, without being so in all (I pre« 
sume he means) such cases.^ For what is this but what he 
calls Mr. Tongas plain contradiction, in other words ? 

He proceeds, pag. 7, 8. *^ the whole world is agreed 
that there may be certainty, strict infallible certainty, in 
matters of science ; but they must be very weak Protest- 
ants, if there are any such, who talk of certainty in 
matters of faith.''' Mr. Chillingworth, it is thought, was 
no very weak Protestant, nor do I remember that he was 
reputed an Enthusiast ; and yet he talks of certainty in 
matters of faith, when with the same breath he disclaims 
infaHibility. His adversary argued, that if the Church 
may err, or be deceived in some points of faith, she must 
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be always uncertain in all such points. This consequence, 
I suppose, Mr. Morgan would grant, for its own sake, to 
shew his aversion to Popery, and lest he should be counted 
enthusiastical. But Mr. Chillingworth knew better things. 
He understood the nature and consequences of such a 
concession ; and that to yield this single point would be to 
betray thereligionofProtestantsinto the handsof the Papists. 
For nothing could recommend Popery more, than upon 
Protestant principles, it would be impossible to come to any 
certainty in divine matters. He therefore denies the con* 
elusion, and gives these substantial reasons'^. ** My senses 
may sometimes possibly deceive me, yet I am certain 
enough that I see what I see, and feel what I feel. Our 
judges are not infallible in their judgments, yet they 
are certain that they judge aright, and that they proceed 
according to the evidence that is given, when they con- 
demn a thief or a murderer to the gallows. A traveller 
is not always certain of his way, but often mistaken ; 
and doth it therefore follow that he can have no assurance 
that Charing-Cross is his right way from the Temple 
to Whitehall? The ground of your error here is, your 
not distinguishing between actual certainty and absolute 
infallibility. Geometricians, he adds, are not infallible 
in their own science : yet they are very certain of those 
things. which they see demonstrated. And carpenters 
are not infallible, yet certain of the straightness of those 
things which agree with their rule and square." This 
reasoning he applies to matters of faith thus ; ** So though 
the Church be not infallibly certain, that in all her defini- 
tions, whereof some are about disputable and ambiguous 
matters^ she shall proceed according to her rule, yet 
being certain of the infallibility of her rule, and that in 

% The Religion of Protestants a safe Way to Salvation, &c. ed. 5. pag. 10. 
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this or that thing she doth manifestly proceed according 
to it, she may be certain of the truth of some particular 
decrees, and yet not certain that she shall never decree 
but what is true.^ 

These words need no comment. And that it was his 
settled judgment, there may be actual certainty in matters 
of faith, where there is not absolute infallibility, appears 
from several other passages. Thus, page 90, still speaking 
of matters of faith, he calls it a mere sophism to say, ^^ that 
whosever possibly may err, he cannot be certain that he 
doth not err.^ And page 86. ^^ If you ask, seeing we may 
possibly err, how can we be assured we do not ? I ask 
you again, Seeing your eyesight may deceive you, how 
can you be sure you see the sun, when you do see 
it ? Perhaps you may be in a dream, &c." And page 
121. " What if they [the Protestants] say that the Catholic 
Church, and much more themselves, may possibly err in 
some points, is it therefore consequent, that they can be 
certain of none such ? What if a wiser man than I may 
mistake the sense of some obscure place of Aristotle, may I 
not therefore, without any arrogance or inconsequence, 
conceive myself certain that I understand him in some 
places ? . . . . We pretend not at all to any assurance 
that we cannot err, but only to a sufficient certainty that 
we do not err, but rightly understand those things that 
are plain, whether fundamental or not fundamental." 
Thus page 236, to this cavil, that our first reformers ought 
to have doubted whether their opinions were certain, he 
answers, *^ Which is to say, that they ought to have 
doubted of the certainty of Scripture.*" And subjoins, 
^^ though they had not an absolute infaDibility promised 
unto them, yet they may be of some things infallibly 
certain And so though Calvin and Melancthon were 
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not infallible in all things, yet they might and did know 
well enough, that your Latin service was condemned by 
St. Paul, and that the communion in both kinds was 
taught by our Saviour." It seems this man was certain 
of consequences also, though there be a mixture of human 
reasoning in the collection of them. 

I might produce divers other passages to the same 
purpose out of this learned author. These may suffice to 
shew, that the reasoning Mr. Morgan ridicules, is not 
peculiar to Mr. Tong. The famous Chillingworth argued 
after the same manner, when he was demolishing one of the 
strongest holds of Popery ; (the very plea made use of in 
our days by some (shall I say weak?) Protestants, to 
introduce a religious scepticism.) He thought it no ab- 
surdity, no contradiction, to suppose, that there may be 
certainty, actual certainty, where there is not absolute 
infallibility. He was so weak as to think, that the 
Church might be certain of the infallibility of her rule ; 
certain that in some things she understood her rule aright ; 
and certain that some of her definitions were true. Yea, 
that private doctors might of some things be infallibly 
certain, as that the Latin service is condemned by St. Paul. 
And was he all this while exposing himself to ridicule ? 

But our nameless author is a declared enemy to all 
certainty of faith. He cannot brook the thoughts of it. 
It is Popery ! " I cannot see*, saith he, that you are 
inclined to yield an inch to his Holiness in this point, but 
that in whatever you think fit to declare as a necessary 
article of faith, or necessary to salvation, you are as infallible 
as the Pope himself." If he were not stark blind or worse, 
he could never draw such an inference from these words, 
" there may be certainty where there is not infallibility." I 

^ The Nature and Consequences of Enthusiasm considered, ^c. p. 9. 
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am certain that his consequence is false, does it therefore 
follow that I plead for an absolute freedom from error, in 
judging of all consequences ? But let us hear what follows. 
** You have disclaimed no infallibility, but an universal 
unlimited infallibilitj in every thing, or an absolute freedom 
from error ."^ And what other kind of infallibility would he 
have men disclaim ? Would he have us renounce our 
reason and our senses ? This we must do, if we tamely 
grant that we cannot be infallibly certain of any thing. 
What ? Will not this sceptic yield one inch of infallibility 
to intelligent beings ? Cannot we be infallibly certain that 
such and such propositions are contained in Scripture? 
And have as certain a certainty that we understand some 
of them aright, as we have that we understand the true 
sense of any words or pro)K)sitioDs that can be spoken, 
written, or demonstrated ? He must be a very weak Pro- 
testant indeed, who should blame the Pope of Home if he 
claimed no more than this ; which is the birthright of all 
mankind, excepting those, who, to avoid enthusiasm, turn 
giddy with scepticism. 

Incidit in Scyllam oupiens vitare Charybdin. 

What we justly condemn in the Pope and Church of 
Rome is, that they pretend to an absolute infallibility in 
all matters of faith ; so that whatever they decree to be an 
article of faith, and necessary to salvation, is so, by virtue 
of their sentence: and that all Christians are bound, under 
pain of damnation, (and all the temporal penalties they 
have power to inflict,) to submit to their unexamined 
decisions, and to believe them infallible, for the mere 
authorities' sake, though they have a demonstration to the 
contrary. This privilege of infallibility they appropriate 
to the see of Rome, and leave all the rest of mankind under 
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the same wild uncertainty this gentleman is bringing them 
to. And is there any parallel between this impious claim, 
and asserting that such is the nature of the rational soul, 
made after the image of Grod, that we may attain to an 
actual certainty concerning some divine matters, those 
especially that are most plainly revealed, and of the 
greatest importance to be known ? All the infallibility any 
modest man ever pretended to, is an assurance that in some 
things he is in the right. And this cannot be denied, 
without divesting mankind of their rational natures. 

It is urged that matters of faith are not capable of such 
evidence, as is necessary to lay a foundation for knowledge 
or certainty. 

" Every proposition, saith our author, (p. 11, 12.) or 
whatever can be objectively proposed to the understandings 
of men, as the matter of their assent or dissent, must be 
self-evident, demonstrative, or probable only.— The pro- 
position in either of [the two first-mentioned] cases will 
be necessarily true, and the contrary absolutely impossible 
in the nature and reason of things.^ He adds, ^^ This 
intuitive and demonstrative evidence is the sole foundation 
of knowledge or certainty ; and whatever comes short of 
this can amount only to probability, and can lay a rational 
foundation for no more than opinion, belief, or persuasion, 
in which, how high soever the degrees of probability may 
rise^ we cannot conclude the thing to be necessarily true, 
but the contrary will be still possible : there will be always 
this essential difference between certainty and probability, 
knowledge and belief, or opinion, that where there is the 
one, the thing must be necessarily true, whereas the other 
still leaves the matter in some degree doubtful, and must 
always suppose the possibility of the contrary.'* Q. E. D. 

Upon this bottom it is, that he denies all certainty 
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in matters of faith, as not founded on mathematical 
evidence, but only on the supposed testimony of God ! 

But there are several faults in this reasoning. 

1. He confounds things certain, with things absolutely 
necessary ; as if nothing were infallibly certain, but . the 
contrary must be absolutely impossible in the nature and 
reason of things. Certainty does not always suppose 
the necessity of the thing, or that the contrary should 
in the nature and reason of things be absolutely impossible. 

S. He makes a total and absolute distinction between 
matters of knowledge, and matters of faith ; whereas these 
things are to be distinguished but in part. What is 
matter of faith in one respect, is matter of knowledge in 
another. The existence and moral attributes of God are 
matters of knowledge ; but they are matters of faith also ; 
and defined so to be: Enoch, before he^was translated, 
had this testimony , that he pleased God: hut without faith 
it is impossible to please him : for he that cometh to God 
must believe that he is, and that he is a rewarder of them 
that diligently seek him. The truth of the resurrection is 
an object of faith ; but that this proposition, the dead 
shall be raised incorruptible, is contained in Scripture, is a 
matter of knowledge. In like manner, that Jesus Christ 
is the great and true God, is an article of faith; and 
indeed the main object of our religion, as distinguished 
from all other religions; so that he who rejects this truth 
can scarce be called a Christian, in any other sense than as 
a Jew might be called after the name of Moses : but that 
the Scriptures of the Old and New Testament shew him 
to be the most high "God, over all blessed for ever, is a 
matter of knowledge, and has been often demonstrated. 

Now when any weak Protestant asserts, That in cases of 
this nature, there may be certainty, where there is not 
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infallibility, he might, without presumption, suppose him- 
self speaking to Christians, who, with that weak man 
Mr. Chillingworth, (pag. ^0.) heartily acknowledge and 
believe, that ^^ the articles of our faith are in themselves 
truths as certain and infallible, as the very common prin- 
ciples of geometry and metaphysics;^ and who would 
readily conceive his meaning to be, that though we are 
not absolutely infallible in our judgments about Gospel 
truth and error, we may nevertheless be certain that this 
and the other doctrine is revealed in Scripture; and that 
such and such positions are contrary to tJte faith once 
delivered to the saints. If this be acknowledged, (and I 
will venture to affirm, he is not a Christian who denies it,) 
it will necessarily follow, that there may be certainty in 
matters of faith. 

3. This author is mistaken when he says, that there is 
no other foundation of certainty, but intuitive, or strict 
demonstrative evidence. All philosophers and divines are 
agreed, there is such a thing as moral certainty, grounded 
on moral principles; and that this certainty is real; and 
gives as rational and undoubted an assurance as a 
demonstration. The main thing, it would seem, that 
sticks with this gentleman, is, that we can have no 
certainty that the Scripture is the word of God ; and 
consequently, that we cannot be certain of any thing it 
reveals. And here I will acknowledge, that, abstracting 
from the immediate testimony of the Spirit of God, who 
can give what kind of evidence he pleases to assure the 
minds of believers, (but which shall not be urged by me 
in this place, lest I provoke a profane jeer,) we have no 
intuitive evidence that they are so ; nor can the divinity 
of the Scriptures, which might never have been, be 
demonstrated with the same kind of mathematical proof, 
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with propositions that depend not upon any arbitrary con- 
stitution; as that the whole is equal to all its parts; 
which is not only certainly but necessarily true, were there 
neither whole nor parts to which it might be applied. 
But it does not therefore follow that we can have no real 
certainty concerning the truth of the Christian religion. 
For, considering the moral attributes of God ; the nature 
and quality of the doctrines revealed in the Gospel ; the 
precepts it enjoins; the motives by which it persuades: 
the harmony between the Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testament ; the exact accomplishment of prophecies ; the 
attestation of miracles, of the reality of which we have all 
imaginable security; especially the gift of tongues, in 
which there could be no possible collusion, and being 
witnessed to by friends and foes, confirms all the rest ; 
the voice of universal tradition ; the unanimous suffrages 
of the armies of martyrs and confessors, in the most 
distant ages and places ; the permanent visible effects of 
Christianity in the world ; especially where it prevails in 
the spirit and power of it ; and how weak and ridiculous 
all objections against it are; I say, considering these, and 
many other things that might be suggested, we may, 
without being counted enthusiasts, affirm, that we have a 
rational certainty of the truth of the Christian religion ; 
and that to deny it, is to offer violence to the eternal rules 
of reason, prudence, and virtue, in knowing and observing 
of which the perfection of our nature consists. Whether 
this be owned to amount to a strict mathematical evidence 
or no, they must be wilfully blind, who will not grant it 
to be a sufficient ground of a real, rational certainty; such 
as determines the mind as fully as a demonstration can do, 
and excludes all rational doubting. 

Upon the whole, we may, I think fairly conclude, that 
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there may be certainty in matters of faith, without having 
recourse to the enthusiastic way. 

I would not be understood, as if I supposed it necessary 
to the salvation of every Christian, to conceive himself 
infallibly certain of the truth of all those doctrines he is 
bound to believe. The Apostles prayed, Lord^ increase 
our faith. St. Paul says, We know but in part. And a 
faith of adherence will carry a man safe to heaven, with 
many involuntary doubts and fears about him. But we 
may as well renounce our Bibles, and our understandings, 
(not to mention the internal testimony of the Spirit of 
Grod ; that unction which believers receive from the holy 
One : which celestial donative is a certain guide into all 
necessary truth, and a sure preservative against damnable 
errors,) as yield that we cannot certainly know or under- 
stand any part of Grod^s revealed will. We have the same 
assurance here, as we have that we apprehend one another's 
meaning, when we speak most plainly, and most pertinently. 
I would ask. Did the great Author of revelation design 
that he should be understood by fallible creatures ? We 
must conclude, that God did intend he should be 
understood, especially in things of the greatest and most 
universal concern. It will then unavoidably follow, that 
he has made use of such expressions as were suited to 
convey a certain determinate sense to our understandings ; 
and consequently that there may be actual certainty in 
matters of faith, where there is not the privilege of an 
absolute infallibility. ^^ ^ Though we pretend not, says 
Mr. Chillingworth, to certain means of not erring in inter^ 
preting all Scripture, particularly such places as are 
obscure and ambiguous; yet this is no impediment but 

c The Helicon of Protestants, &c. pag. 85. edit. 5. 
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that we may have certain means of not erring in and about 
the sense of those places which are plain and clear. ... If 
you ask me, how I can be sure that I know the meaning 
of those places ? I ask you again, can you be sure, that 
you understand what I, or any man else says ? They that 
heard our Saviour and the Apostles preach, could they 
have sufficient assurance that they understood at any time 
what they would have them do ? If not, to what end did 
they hear them ? If they could, why may we not be as 
well assured that we understand sufficiently what we con- 
ceive plain in their writings?'' 

IV. Fourthly, To return from this necessary digression 
to what gave occasion to it. You will easily apprehend, 
Sir, the relation, the argument between us, bears to what 
has been offered on this head. I have already hinted, that 
your objection, drawn from the fallibility of human reason- 
ing, is every whit as strong against all certainty in matters 
of faith, as it is against the certainty of plain Scripture- 
consequences. And I may now the more freely press your 
plea with that dead weight, that I have vindicated the 
claim of certainty, even where there is not infallibility; 
and shewed the absurd consequences of denying it. For 
though I do not charge you with holding those conse- 
quences, yet if I understand your argument against me, 
it is as full of them as an egg is full of meat. If because 
there is a mixture of the reasoning of fallible men in 
drawing inferences from Scripture, we cannot be certain 
that they are true in themselves, or that they necessarily 
result from Scripture-principles, and so have authority to 
determine our faith; it is evident that there can be no 
certainty of faith at all. We cannot be certain that the 
Scriptures are the word of God, or that we understand the 
words in which they were written, or that we rightly 
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apprehend the real sense of the Holy Ghost, in any one 
point of doctrine, how necessary soever it is declared to be ; 
since there is equally a mixture of human reasoning in 
satisfying ourselves concerning those matters, as in drawing 
evident conclusions from Scripture-principles. It belongs 
properly to reason to judge of the evidences of a revela- 
tion; or whether what is traditionally proposed to us 
under that name be of a divine original or no; and to 
judge of the signification of the words wherein it is 
delivered ; and consequently, what doctrines or propo- 
sitions it contains. If you deny this, I must confess my- 
self the most unfit man in the world to deal with you *, 

^ Not that I am of their mind, who make their own reason the 
sovereign judge of supernatural verities ; so as to think themselves 
obliged to believe nothing to be true, but what their understandings 
are able to comprehend ; on the contrary, I own with Mr. Chilling- 
worth, (pag. 245.) that I am bound to believe the truth of divers 
articles of faith, the manner whereof is obscure, and to human under- 
standings incomprehensible : allowing with him also, that it is not the 
obscure incomprehensible manner of these things, which we are bound 
to believe, but the truth of them. For instance, that these three. 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, are one God, the same in substance or 
essence, equal in power and glory ; is an article of faith, the truth of 
which I am bound to believe, upon the testimony of God ; (which is 
an infallible principle of truth and certunty.) But how these three 
subsist distinctly in the same numerical essence, or the manner of 
their personal subsistence in the same common nature ; this is what I 
am not bound to believe, or not believe, or to employ one thought 
about it, because it is not revealed, and therefore incomprehensible. 
In this sense we can justify our believing mysterious propositions 
against all the cavils of profane infidels, who sport themselves with 
their own deceptions, when they compare believing of mysteries, or 
things above reason to comprehend, with seeing things which are out 
of sight. 

This leads me to observe, that we are bound to yield to revelation in 
things not only above reason, but even contrary to its probable 
opinions or conjectures. For where the thing is only probable to 
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Nor can you grant it, without owning that we may with 
the same security and certainty build our faith on Scrip- 
ture-consequences, as on the most formal passages, or the 
primary truths from which they are derived. For our 
reason is as much exercised about what is a divine revela- 
tion, (unless we believe implicitly,) as it is about what is a 
consequence from Scripture. Our reason is as much a 
judge, what is the signification of the words of Scripture, 
and what propositions or primary truths it contains, as it 
is, what consequences justly flow from them. 

So that if it must weaken the force of a natural and 
necessary consequence from plain Scriptural propositions, 
that there is a mixture of the reasoning of fallible men in 
the collection of them ; it must weaken the force of a 
traditional revelation, that there is not only a mixture, but 
an entire composition of human reasoning, (if I may so 
express myself,) in determining whether it be a divine 
revelation or no. And it must weaken the force of 
Scripture-promises, precepts, and doctrinal truths, that we 
cannot, without a mixture of human reasoning, search out 

reason, the contrary may be possible in the nature and reason of 
things; and in that case a clear revelation determines the matter. 
It is therefore no just prejudice against the generally received doctrine 
of the Trinity, that there are difficulties attending it, which are 
insuperable to our understandings ; or that it seems contrary to our 
common notions in other things ; since, as Mr. Locke himself acknow* 
ledges, ' revelation ought to determine our assent even against 
probability.' And it is evident that as great difficulties arise out of 
the acknowledged principles of natural religion. M^en God con- 
descends to give us a revelation, it becomes us to submit to it. Nor 
can they be freed from the guilt of sacrilege, who wrest his words 
from their most natural, most obvious, and most common sense, to a 
meaning more agreeable to their own prejudicate opinions : and this 
lest they should be thought so mean spirited as to give up their under- 
standings, in compliment, to that QoA who made them. Vain man 
would be wise, though man be bom like a wild ass's cdt ! 
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or apprehend the meaning of them. If we admit of a 
certainty in either of these instances, we must, whether we 
will or no, admit of an equal degree of certainty in deduc- 
ing plain consequences from Scripture. And what must 
we do in this case ? We must either own that just and 
lawful consequences from Scripture are a certain ground 
of faith ; or reduce all things to a wide uncertainty, 
unhinge the faith of Christians, and render it impossible 
for them to be fully assured, or certified of any thing ; no, 
not of that one article of faith, which even the Socinians 
seem willing to leave to them, viz. the divine authority 
and original of the Scriptures themselves. 

V. Fifthly. This may be also urged with respect to 
translations. The Scriptures were designed for men of all 
nations and languages ; and, as you observe, ^* to make the 
most illiterate, as well as the most learned, wise unto 
salvation.'' It follows then that the illiterate are furnished 
with certain means of attaining to the knowledge of the. 
revealed counsels of God. And yet these very Scriptures 
were originally, delivered in languages which the generality 
of men understand nothing of. Nor will it be denied that 
translations are the works of fallible men, in which they 
exercise their own reason, as much as in drawing plain 
consequences from plain propositions. Shall we therefore 
say, that the faith of the unlearned relies on uncertain 
grounds ; or that translations have not sufficient force and 
authority, divine authority, to determine and command 
their assent ? 

With respect to certainty, human words employed in 
translations and human words employed in consequences 
are upon a leveL The words are equally human, and^ 
there is a mixture of human reasoning in them, whether in 
metaphrastical or exegetical interpretations. 
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Upon the whole, therefore, if there can be no certainty 
in extracting the sense of Scripture, or in raising of 
consequences from it, there can be none in the versions of 
uninspired men. We may be equally assured that we 
rightly apprehend the true meaning of plain Scriptural 
propositions, and what they imply, as we are that we 
perfectly understand the language in which they are 
delivered. So that whether we speak of the evidences of 
revealed religion, or the meaning of Scripture declara- 
tions, or the signification of words, we have no farther 
security concerning any of these, than we have about 
evident conclusions from Scripture-principles. And which 
way soever we turn ourselves, we are reduced to the 
necessity of denying all certainty in matters of faith, (which, 
if I mistake not, is to nullify the faith,) or of acknowledging 
that we may be certain, infallibly certain, that such and 
such consequences naturally and necessarily arise out of 
such and such principles ; and that we must either renounce 
the principles themselves, or be determined by the con- 
clusions which manifestly result from them. 

VI. Sixthly, It may be farther observed, that if we deny 
all certainty of human reasoning, in its clear deductions 
from Scripture ; if these are not as obligatory upon 
conscience, as the most express declarations, for this 
reason, because in yielding to them, the mind must be led 
by argument and discourse ; if this be a warrantable plea 
for refusing to own such doctrines as articles of faith, which 
are demonstrated only by Scripture-consequences ; then 
there can be no certainty about or reason to believe any 
thing, even in natural religion itself. And the creed of a 
Deist, will be as very a precarious a thing, as the faith 
of a Christian ; or, that called the Apostles^ Creed. That 
there is a God ; that he made us; that we are bound to 
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fear and worship him ; that his providence rules the 
world ; that he concerns himself in the moral government 
of intelligent beings ; that our souls are of a spiritual, 
immortal nature, and shall outlive the dissolution of our 
bodies ; or, that there will be a state of rewards and 
punishments after this life; are notions which we come 
at through a whole chain of inferences ; nor can we have 
any greater certainty of the truth of these, (nor therefore 
more reason to believe them,) than of the lawfulness of some 
consequences from plain Scriptural propositions. 

I cannot therefore but conclude, that the plea of adhering 
to the express words of Scripture only, and declining the 
authority of Scripture-consequences in matters of faith, for 
this reason, that we cannot be certain that such con- 
sequences are infallibly true, or in your words, ** because 
there is a mixture of the reasoning of fallible men in the 
collection of them ;" is a method most dangerous to 
religion, and which directly tends, through scepticism, to 
infidelity and atheism. 

VII. Seventhly, What you oflPer by way of illustration, 
from the case of assurance about our own interest in the 
blessings of the covenant, is not a parallel with conse- 
quences drawn from Scripture-premises only ; as will 
appear by putting it into form : 

Whosoever repenteth and beUeveth^ shall be saved^ or 

obtain remission of sins. 
But I do repent and believe ; 
Therefore I shall be savedy or my sins are pardoned. 

In this argument, the first proposition only is Scripture ; 
the second, on which according to all the rules of logic 
the stress of the conclusion must lie, is not Scripture, but 
depends on my own sense and experience of things. There 
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cannot therefore be an equal certainty here, as where the 
consequence is deduced from premises entirely Scriptural, 
as thus ; 

He that made all things is God. 

Jesus Christ is He that made all things ; 

Therefore, Jesus Christ is God, 

Or thus, 

There is but one God ; 

The Father is God, the Son is God, the Holy Ghost is 

God. 
Therefore, These three are one God. 

Again; 

He who intercedes for one or more persons with another, 
is personally distinguished from that other unth whom 
he intercedes ; but, 

Jesus Christ is our Advocate, or intercedes for us, with 
the Father ; therefore, 

Jesus Christ is personally distinguished from the Father. 

Here, of the premises, the minor only is taken out of 
Scripture; the major is scientifical, or founded on the 
reason of things ; and yet the conclusion may be truly 
called a Scripture-revelation, and is of faith. 

But where both the premises are Scripture-propositions, 
the conclusion that naturally springs from them is indubi- 
tably divine. 

Having thus, Sir, considered your grand objection in every 
light and shade in which I could place it^ I am still of 
opinion, that manifest and necessary consequences of plain 
Scriptural propositions are as much a divine revelation, 
and so to be regarded, as the principles from which they 
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naturally and necessarily flow. And from what hath been 
said in defence of this general principle, I will venture to 
deduce this 

COROLLARY. 

That an assent given to plain Scripture-Consequences y is 
truly a divine faith ; a faith founded^ not on the autho- 
rity of fallible men^ but on the word of God. 

It is possible a man may assent to the express words of 
Scripture, and yet his faith not be morally divine. This 
is the case with those whose assent bears no immediate 
respect to the authority of God, but is absolutely governed 
by the authority of men without knowledge, understand- 
ing, or consideration of any higher reason or ground of 
their belief. Though what they believe may be a truth of 
Grod, yet the motives and grounds of their belief being 
altogether human, their faith is not morally divine. That 
is truly a divine faith, which relies upon, is directed and 
determined by, and bears an immediate conscious respect 
to, a divine revelation, whatever the manner of its convey* 
ance be. Now, the same arguments that prove just conse- 
quences from Scripture, to be, as to the matter of them, a 
divine revelation, do also prove that an assent governed 
by such consequences is a divine faith. 

Concerning this, I remember not that you have said 
any thing expressly in your Letter. Yet from your 
reasoning in some parts of it, you seem agreed with the 
author of the Occasional Paper, who, as hath been already 
remarked, will have all consequences from Scripture to be 
always distinguished from the authority of the holy Scrip- 
tures themselves ; and will not allow they ever can have 
authority to detei*minc men's faith. And that because, 
as you word it, there is a mixture of the reasoning of 
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fallible men in the collection of them. But if, notwith- 
standing this, they are in themselves certainly true, and a 
part of revelation, and if we have the same security about 
them, as we have that we understand the words of Scrip- 
ture, all which is either granted by you, or proved by me ; 
it must needs follow, that an assent given to them under 
that modification is as much a divine faith, as an assent 
given to the express words of Scripture with respect to 
any determinate meaning: since it is demonstrable that we 
have no surer a way to ascertain ourselves of the sense of 
these, than we have to ascertain ourselves of the truth and 
lawfulness of Scripture-consequences. 

Here the stress of the assent is not laid upon any human 
decision, as the formal reason of it ; but the human mind 
is concluded and determined, by what it plainly perceives 
to be already decided by the Holy Ghost in his word. 
Men must exercise their reason in drawing of consequences, 
as well as in finding out the sense of Scripture words, but 
this hinders not why the assent may not be alike divine in 
both cases. The faith I give in a Scripture-consequence 
no more depends on the act of my mind in deducing it, 
than my faith in what is expressly said, depends on the act 
of my mind in conceiving what is meant ; which in many 
instances I cannot do by a simple apprehension^ without 
logical discourse ; of which the most illiterate are capable. 
In either case my faith is determined by the authority of 
Scripture ; and the act of my mind, or the act of ratioci- 
nation, is only instrumental towards the forming my feuth. 

The New-Methodists* will not, I suppose, deny the 

* This term has no reference to the disciples of Wesley or Whit- 
field. It was first applied to those who adopted the Jesuit Veron's 
autolectic method of arguing with Protestants, against which method 
Spanheim and Turretin directed their Treatises, pp. 50, 89. The 
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instrumentality of their senses, in determining what is 
matter of faith to them ; for faith comes by hearing. Does 
it therefore follow that their faith hangs loosely on their 
ears ? This seems to have been the case with those fanatical 
sceptics S who said, if we have but the words of Scripture, 
we are not concerned with the sense of it. Which mad 
principle they grounded on this plea, that all Scripture 
being given by inspiration, it was not lawful for men not 
inspired to interpret it: and that without an immediate 
revelation, no man could be sure of the sense of the Holy 
Ghost. In consequence of this they oppugned the minis- 
try as an usurpation, and denied all certainty in matters of 
faith, because all men were alike fallible in their inter- 
pretations and deductions. How far the opinions lately 
broached agree with this exploded fanaticism, needs not be 
suggested to the intelligent reader. But if it be absurd to 
resolve a man's faith into the authority of his senses, 
because they are mediums, to convey the truths of God 
to his understanding ; it must needs be a fallacious way of 
arguing, to resolve the faith given to Scripture-conse- 
quences into human authority, because there is a necessity 
of exercising that reason which God hath given us, both in 
discussing what the sense of Scripture is, and what infer- 
ences result from it. 

Just and lawful consequences from Scripture are to be 
regarded as Scripture-revelations, and what the words of 



Presbyterian Arians in 1720 were called by the same name, Cb indicate 
their adoption of Veron's method; for they like the Jesuit required 
express declarations of Scripture for the establishment of articles of 
faith, denying, with Dr. Hampden, the conclusiveness and validity of 
Scripture-consequences for the proof of the Catholic verities of the 
blessed Trinity. Ed, 

^ Vid. D. Owen, de Script. Interpret. Exercit. 2. 
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God import by a necessary deduction, is as much the mind 
of God, as the words themselves. 

If a persuasion founded on Scripture-consequences cannot 
be a divine faith, because there is a mixture of human 
reasoning in the collection of them ; there can be no such 
thing as a divine faith, relative to any determinate sense of 
Scripture, without an immediate revelation concerning that 
sense. Because no man can give a rational assent to the 
declarations of Scripture, but he must exercise his reason 
about them, and, by reasoning, endeavour to discern the 
evidence of their being from God, and what truths or 
doctrines they signify. But if not wit standing this exercise 
of reason, about the meaning and evidence of what God 
hath expressly declared, the belief of the declarations is 
a divine faith, and founded on a divine authority; the 
same may be said of that faith which is directed and 
determined by just and lawful consequences from Scrip- 
ture. Had the Sadducees believed a resurrection upon the 
evidence of that oracle, / am the God of the Patriarchs ; 
they had herein been endued with a divine faith, a faith 
pleasing to God, and determined by the authority of his 
word ; thought according to you, it be a remote consequence. 
And he who, upon a like evidence of Scripture, believes, 
that these three are one Gody yet distinguished by demon- 
strative personal pronouns, characters, and actions; (as the 
evidence here is much fuller and plainer, and the conse- 
quences of a much more easy deduction from innumerable 
declarations of Scripture, than in the above-mentioned 
case;) has as much a divine faith, as if the propositicm, 
There are three Persons in the Godhead^ ^'•c. were in so 
many letters and syllables found written in the sacred text. 
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CHAP. V. 

The consistency of this doctrine tviih the perfection of 
Scripture^ and the end of a revelation^ vindicated ; with 
brief remarks on the charge of obscuring the doctrine of 
the sufficiency of Scripture. 

All things necessary to salvation are fully and plainly 
revealed in the Holy Scriptures, and may be gathered from 
thence by all, whether learned or unlearnedi who, with a 
due preparation of mind} anrd diligent use of appointed 
means, enquire into them : and so the learned Dr. Whitby 
expresses himself; ^^ when we assert the clearness and suffi- 
ciency of Scripture revelations in all things necessary to be 
believed and done, we do this only in opposition to the 
repairing to any infallible interpreter, that we may attain 
to the knowledge of them ; and not in opposition to the 
use of reason deducing evident conclusions from Scripture 
principles, or in opposition to any other thing which it is 
our duty to perform, and which it is in our power to do, to 
make the Scripture clear unto us in things necessary.^ It 
sufficiently secures the perfection of Scripture, and answers 
the end of a revelation, if whatever is necessary be clearly 
and fully revealed therein ; so that we need not have 
recourse to any other written, or unwritten, traditions as a 
rule of faith, or to any infallible, authoritative judges of 
the sense of Scripture ; but may ourselves, by the divine 
assistance, (the necessity of which is not, I hope, excluded, 
by the perspicuity and sufficiency of Scripture,) abundantly 
learn from thence what our duty is. But this is in the 
nature of things impossible to be done, without the 

1 See his discourse on 2 Cor. iii. 22, 23. annexed to a defence of the 
propositions contidned in the Lord Bishop of Bangor's Sermon^ p. 45. 
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exercise of our rational powers, in making judgments and 
drawing conclusions on which we must inevitably depend as 
certain truths. 

It is hardly worth while to dispute, whether *' the im- 
portance of Scripture-consequences must chiefly be mea- 
sured by the plainness and easiness of their deduction from 
it ;" or, whether we ought not also to regard the nature and 
quality of the truths themselves, and their influence in 
religion, in judging of their importance ; which, I believe, 
most people will, without a monitor, readily apprehend we 
ought to do. I own God cannot be supposed to have 
made any thing necessary to salvation, that by reason of 
its obscurity, cannot be found out to be a truth revealed in 
Scripture, either expressly, or by a lawful consequence. 
Though considering that some have not their senses exer- 
cised to discern good and evil, or to distinguish between 
truth and error, and others may be wilfully blind, or 
vitiated with strong prejudices, or under some efiicacious 
delusion, I should be loth to have the importance of divine 
truths, whether primary or consequential, to be measured 
chiefly by what every one may be pleased to confess is plain 
and easy. It must in this respect be with Scripture-conse- 
quences, as it is with the literal text itself. Where any 
places are so obscure, or hard to be explained, as that we 
cannot, by all the means and helps afforded us, come at the 
real determinate meaning of them, we are not obliged to 
take them in that unscrutable meaning ; only, we are to 
believe in general, that they are true; or to understand them 
in the most probable sense. Thus if any consequences are 
so remote, or uncertain, as that we cannot, by any means 
which God hath made it our duty, or put in our power, to 
use, or, by all the supernatural assistances he has promised 
to such as sincerely endeavour to know, and do his will. 
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through faith in Christ, arrive at the knowledge of them ; 
such consequences cannot be supposed to be of great 
iinportance in religion. 

But it can never follow from hence, that nothing is 
supported by the argument of a divine authority, or may 
be urged as necessary, but upon the formality of an it is 
written ; taking these words in a strict and proper sense. 
If this be true, if we are not obliged, in order to our 
acceptance with God, to believe or act but upon the 
authority of an it is written; all consequences from Scrip- 
ture, how plain soever they are, must of necessity be ba- 
nished out of our catalogue of things necessary, otherwise 
we must allow that some consequences may be urged upon 
our consciences with that authority. There is no medium. 

But you say, that things necessary are not left to 
mere consequences. But here also it is uncertain what 
they intend by being left to mere consequences. Con- 
sequences are not left to themselves ; I mean, they are not 
independent propositions, but relate to their premises. 
And doctrines proved by necessary consequences from 
Scripture propositions, do necessarily depend upon those 
propositions, and are so connected with them that they 
must stand or fall together. But if, with the Socinians, 
you mean, that nothing can be necessary which is only 
demonstrated by consequences from Scripture ; then how 
comes it to pass that you allow of the use of consequences 
to come at, and to illustrate truth ? Is the use of con- 
sequences necessary to come at, and to illustrate necessary 
truths ? If not, then we may come at necessary truths, and 
illustrate them too, without understanding, and without 
judgment .'' If the affirmative be granted, then necessary 
truths do so far depend upon consequences, that we cannot 
come at necessary truths without the use of them ; 
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whence, I think, it will follow, that necessary articles of 
faith can never be stated or illustrated without the use of 
reason in deducing evident conclusions from Scripture 
principles. 

If it be still urged, that all things necessary must in so 
many letters and syllables be written in the sacred canon. I 
answer, that this is a begging the question. Even ^ Socinus 
himself was ashamed of so childish and sophistical an eva- 
sion, as appears by the quotation in the margin. It manifestly 
reflects dishonour upon God, the Author of our intelligent 



k When Francis Davidis pleaded against worshipping Christy necesse 
esse literam adferre, et id quod asseritur manifest^ demonstrare : 
Socinus (himself) replies. Id quod asseritur manifest^ demonstrari 
debere plane concedo ; literam autem (prsesertim eo sensu quo tu haec 
verba profers) adferre necesse esse, prorsus nego : me autem jure hoc 
facere id aperte confirmat, quod qusedam dogmata in Christi ecclesia 
receptissima, non solum per expressam literam non probantur, sed 
iptam sibi contrariam habent. Exempli causll, inter omnes fere Christian! 
nominis homines receptissimum est, deum non habere aliqua membra 
corporis, ut aures, oculos, nares, brachia, pedes, manus ; et tamen non 
modo expresse et literaliter (ut vocant) id Scriptum in sacris libris non 
est ; verum etiam contrarium omnino passim diserte Scriptum extat. 
And with respect to consequences in particular, Quicquid aut ratianibus, 
aut coruequutionibui adeo aperte probatur, ut mens humana necessario 
acquiescet, id (sive diserte Scriptum extet, sive minus) credendum et 
retinendum omnino est. This he afterwards applies to the words 
eaence and pertoM, and rejects the plea of his companions thus; 
Simile quod affers ^de vocabulis essentise, et personarum a nobis 
repudiatis, quia in Sanctis Uteris non inveniantur, non est admittendum. 
Nemini enim vere cordato persuadebitis id quod per ea vocabula 
adversarii significare voluerunt, idcirco repudiandum esse, quia ipsa 
Tocabula scripta non inveniantur ; immo, quicunque ex nobis hac ratione 
sunt usi, suspectam apud nonnuUos, alioquin ingenio, et eruditione 
prsestantes viros, causam nostram reddidere. And concludes, Quare 
desinamus hsec puerilia et inania atque sophistica sectari ; et quae 
viris digna, et solidissima ac verissima sunt prosequamur. Socin. tom. 
ii. p. 778. Irenop. 1656. 
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natures ; and is too great a degradation of the human 
understanding, It is not only our duty to read the Scrip- 
tures, but to learn from them ; not only to repeat the words, 
(which parrots may be taught to do,) but to drink in their 
sense and meaning : to try all things, and compare spiritual 
things with spiritual. We must of necessity compare 
Scripture with Scripture, and from such comparisons 
draw certain conclusions which must terminate our en- 
quiries) and fix our notions, if ever they are fixed. In a 
word, without the use of consequences we can never make 
the Scriptures clear unto ourselves, in things necessary to 
salvation ; because the places that relate to them cannot be 
rightly understood, or applied by us, or collated with other 
places that relate to the same things, but by ratiocination 
and deduction. No declaration of Scripture can be of 
greater importance than that mentioned by you. He that 
beUeveih shall be saved: but bow plain soever it is, it can 
be of no use to us, unless we enquire into the nature and 
quality of this faith, the acts required to it, and the objects 
on which they fix; together with the quality of that 
salvation which is promised to the believer. The like 
process must be used to understand those passages in which 
remission of sins is connected with repentance. And can 
we arrive at any certainty or satisfaction herein, without 
regarding the analogy of faith, and depending on necessary 
consequences from Scripture in matters of absolute neces- 
sity to our interest in the revealed promises of God ? 
Even those who deny their authority to determine men^s 
faith, are yet forced to make use of them, to rely upon them, 
and be determined by them, otherwise their faith is vain. 

More need not be said here to shew the consistency of 
our doctrine with the perfection of Scripture, and the great 
end of revelation. What can be more paradoxical, than 

oS 
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that those who refuse to own the authority of good and 
lawful consequences from Scriptures in deciding articles of 
belief; who regard all consequences as uncertain human 
decisions, that can never support a divine faith ; should 
accuse others of denying the perfection of Scripture, for 
asserting that just and lawful consequences from it, have 
the force and authority of those very principles they are 
necessarily connected with, and are a sure ground to 
build our faith upon ? This is extraordinary. It has 
something in it Uke the conduct of that woman, who 
protested that the living child belonged to her, when in the 
mean time she was willing to have it cut in two ; and 
contenting herself with one half of it, would reduce the 
whole to a senseless clod. It hath been already observed, 
and is generally well known, that the Jesuits, whose design 
it has always been to take off men from the Scriptures, and 
to oppugn their sufficiency, have made it their business to 
propagate this notion, that Scripture-consequences have no 
authority to determine men's faith ; and that they are but 
uncertain conjectures of fallible men, on which we can 
never, with any security, found our behef. And must 
the perfection of Scripture be now guarded by those very 
weapons, that have been so often taken up to demolish 
them, and spoil them of all their usefulness ? Shall they 
who magnify the Scriptures, by yielding to those conclusions 
that evidently result from them, have popery imputed to 
them, and be branded with questioning the sufficiency of 
the Scriptures by those very men, who, though unwarily 
and without design, gratify the Jesuits, and do their work, 
in spreading a method of all others the most friendly to 
Popery, and most dishonourable to the holy Scriptures ? 
That political fraternity are not ignorant of the natural 
operation of this method^ wherever it prevails among 
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Protestants. It presently unhinges those who imbibe it, 
from any settled principles in religion. For how can 
that man be confirmed in any certain principles, whose 
principle it is, that, men being obnoxious to error, nothing 
can be certainly deduced from the word of God, by reason 
and argumentation ? When once men are brought to this 
pass, there is but a step between them and popery, or 
infidelity. Even of this last the Jesuits know how to make 
their advantage ; for no religion suits an infidel better 
than popery. And their greatest harvest is among those, 
who being sceptical, and consequently indifferent as to all 
persuasions, have nothing to fortify them against the 
glozing artifices of seducers. 



CHAP. VI. 

Some farther considerations concerning the binding force 
of Scripture-consequences, That the obligation to believe 
them depends not on the judgment and apprehensions 
of men themselves^ but is of the same extenti and to be 
measured by the same rule, with the obligalion to believe 
the Scriptures, or to receive them in any determinate 
sense. Of the plea of sincerity in mevUs searches after 
truth. The supposition of sincere unbelievers destructive 
of Christianity, and the rule of faith. 

We allow of a disparity with respect to importance, 
between express declarations of Scripture; as well as 
between some remote consequences, and the propositions 
that imply them. Some consequences are of greater 
necessity and importance to be known, and believed, than 
the meaning of many literal texts of Scripture. As again 
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it is more necessary to embrace the immediate sense of 
some Scripture assertions, than to discern all the conse- 
quences that spring from them. But he who has had suf- 
ficient means to discover a true and necessary consequence 
from Scripture, is obliged to believe that consequence, 
and to govern himself by it, as much as he who has had 
sufficient means to discern the evidence of a revelation, or 
the true construction of the words in which it is delivered, 
is obliged to be determined by them. In either case the 
obligation is not founded on a man's own conception of 
things ; but on the authority of God and the signification 
of his will, who never fails to appoint those means, which 
are sufficient to attain their end, so far as his honour is 
concerned. 

The sufficiency of these means is not to be measured by 
the caprice of men, or the profit which individuals make 
of them ; though their common effects give great light into 
it. The Jews had convincing evidences that Jesus was 
the Messias, but they saw it not. The same may be said 
of Deists, and Anti-scripturists in our time, who discern 
not the truth of the Christian religion. And I doubt not 
to affirm, the modem Arians have sufficient means to 
discover that Jesus Christ is one God with the Father, one 
in nature and essence, in power and eternity ; though if we 
take their word for it, (which is difficult to do,) they see it 
not in Scripture. What means are becoming God to give to 
reasonable creatures, that they might attain to the know- 
ledge of his will, he himself is the judge of. Those which 
have been sufficient to direct, and preserve the faith of the 
Church in all ages, and against all impostures and heresies, 
(insinuating themselves under a shew of knowledge and 
liberty, and sometimes of zeal and sanctity, that, if possible, 
they would deceive the very electa) are not to be con- 
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demned as insufficient, for the sake of unbelievers of any 
sort, who may complain of the want of evidence. And 
though one man may not determine what arguments will 
eventually convince and persuade another, (for some are 
invincibly reluctant to all outward means, and will not be 
wrought on in a moral way,) yet this general principle, 
applicable to all cases and persons, is what we may war- 
rantably hold, that they are inexcusable, who refuse to be 
guided in matters of faith, or practice, by those Scripture- 
consequences, the inseparable connexion of which with their 
premises they have had sufficient means and opportunities 
to discern. 

If our not seeing the plain and necessary consequences 
of Scriptural propositions, discharges us from any obligation 
to believe them, it will follow, that our not seeing the evi- 
dences of a divine revelation, discharges us from any obli- 
gation to believe the Scriptures to be the word of God. The 
obligation to believe the one or the other necessarily supposes 
our having had sufficient means of discovery. And where 
these are afforded, we may certainly conclude that their 
not answering their end, must be owing to the negligence or 
obstinacy of men themselves, without appealing to the 
Divine omniscience that it is so. 

Thus far then we seem agreed. Just and lawful con- 
sequences from Scripture are obligatory on those who have 
had sufficient opportunities to discern them, which lays 
the binding force of them upon the same foot, with that of 
the express words of revelation. 

You lay the stress of the argument upon a conscientious 
enquiry after truth. But then it ought to be considered, 
that a person cannot be truly sincere and conscientious in 
his searches after truth, and after all continue ignorant of, 
or reject, a divine truth, that has been fairly proposed to 
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him, that is attended with sufficient evidence, and which 
he has had sufficient means and opportunities to discover. 
And without such evidence and means, neither a Scripture- 
consequence npr proposition can bind the conscience of 
any. You grant " there is a great deal of reason to 
question whether a conscientious enquirer can reject the 
Gospel) after a fair proposal of it.^ The same I say with 
respect to evident conclusions from Scripture-principles; 
they cannot be rejected by any sincere Christian, who has 
had opportunities to discern or find out the truth of them. 

Upon the whole, we may, I thinks pronounce that the 
obligation to believe Scripture-consequences, and be deter- 
mined by them in matters of faith, is to be judged of by 
the same rule, that we judge of the obligation to believe 
the Scriptures in general^ or to take particular texts in 
any determinate sense. If we lay the stress of the obli- 
gation on men's own judgment and apprehensions concern- 
ing them, we cannot avoid applying the same rule to a 
revelation in general, and making men^s own judgment the 
standard of every thing they are bound to believe. If it 
be owned that men may be culpably blind, when they 
actually see not what they ought to see, and had opportu- 
nities of discerning. We insist upon no more. Only we 
plead that the obligation to be determined by natural con- 
sequences from Scripture, may be measured by this rule, 
as well as the obligation to be determined by the evidences 
of revealed religion, or the meaning of particular texts. 

If the Gospel be hid, it is hid from them that are lost, 
whose minds, Satan, the God of this world, hath blinded, 
lest the light of the glorious Gospel of Christ should 
shine into them. 
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CHAP. VII. 

Beings in general y a resolution of the questicny whether they 
ought to be deemed credible profeeaors^ or to give a 
sufficient pledge of their Christianity^ , so far as is 
requisite to entitle to the offices and privileges that belong 
to Christian communion^ who barely profess to own the 
ewpress words of Scripture^ but refuse^ in other than 
Scripture-phrase^ to signify what they believe; and 
disoum the authority of Scripture-consequences in 
stating articles of faith? The Scripture makes more 
necessary . to be believed^ than it does itself literally 
declare; and that some Scripture-consequences are of 
equal evidence^ and of equal necessity to be acknowledged^ 
with their premises. This applied to the doctrine of the 
ever-blessed Trinity^ as stated in the declaration of faith. 
They may be justly censured who absolutely refuse to be 
determined by evident conclusions from Scripture^ in 
matters of faith. This doctrine consistent with every 
man's right to judge for himself 

Your fourth and last particular relates to that stress 
which ought (or rather ought not) to be laid on Scripture- 
consequences, in regulating the terms of Scripture-com- 
munion. 

It begins thus, '* I doubt whether I should have a 
sufficient warrant for denying brotherly love or Christian 
communion to any, barely for a difference about Scripture- 
consequences, as long as they own the express declarations 
of Scripture, give credible proofs that they have taken 
pains to understand the mind of God in them, and in 
other respects appear truly conscientious." 
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I shall not now enquire, whether some may not be the 
objects of our brotherly love, to whom it is our duty to 
deny the great pledge of Christian communion ; or with 
whom we may noty with a safe conscience, join in all the 
solemn offices of reli^on. The matter is disputable. 
Charity hopeth all things. I may charitably hope a man 
is a member of the mystical body of Christ, and, as such, 
the object of my love, though I am bound to think him 
unfit for present actual communion. And I question 
whether the boundaries of external communion and Chris- 
tian charity are adequately the same. This I observe, 
because you join denying brotherly love and Christian 
4X)mmunion together ; as if it must necessarily follow, that 
we ought to deny brotherly love to all to whom we 
ought to deny Christian communion. But not to insist 
on this. 

Your words, " barely for a difference about Scripture- 
consequences/' are very general, and of uncertain signifi- 
cation. I am well satisfied, I have no warrant to deny 
Christian communion to many who may differ from me 
about some conclusions from Scripture, or the meaning of 
some particular texts. Let us therefore reduce the matter 
to a determinate point. 

The argument will turn upon this ; what ought to be 
deemed a credible profession of Christianity ; or whether 
they make such a profession, who barely own the words of 
Scripture, but refuse, in other than Scripture phrase, to 
give their sense of Scripture, and decline to be determined 
by Scripture-consequences, in matters of faith *• ? 

« I intend, in the resolution of this question, to speak only of matters 
of faith. Though it might be easily demonstrated, that the plea of 
appealing to the express words of Scripture only, and disowning the 
authority of plsdn consequences from it, is of a very ill tendency even 
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I shall attempt to shew, to the satisfaction of those who 
are for preserving a sacred regard to the great doctrines of 
Christianity, in stating the terms of Christian communion, 
that barely owning the words of Scripture, whilst men 
refuse to abide by any definite meaning of them, and 
decline the authority of plain consequences from Scripture- 
principles, in stating and deciding articles of faith, is not, 
of itself, a credible profession of Christianity, or a sufficient 
pledge of a man's soundness in the faith of the Gospel. 
As for those who banter all distinction between heresy 
and sound doctrine ; and count it a matter indifferent what 
a man's faith is, if he but profess himself Christian in the 
gross; I cannot expect they should much regard what I, 
or wiser men, can offer on a subject of this nature. 

My argument is this. That profession which does not 
visibly distinguish between those who keep the faith, and 
those who hold dangerous errors contrary to it, is not of 

in matters of practice. And it is worth the reader's notice, however 
some may make a jest of it, that this subterfuge was first invented to 
justify a custom not very friendly to morality, or the worship of God. 
Tertullian informs us, (Lib. de Spect. c. 3.) it was questioned among 
some of the less confirmed sort of Christians, whether it was not 
lawful to go to the public shews and theatres. This was opposed by 
the better sort, *as tending to corrupt the morals of the people, and to 
tempt to idolatry. But others, who were for a latitude, pleaded that 
such abstinence was not, nomintUim, expressly prohibited the servants 
of God. To which Tertullian replies, " plane 'nusquam invenimut, 
quemadmodum aperte positum est, non occides ;«— ita ezserte definitum, 
'* non ibis in circum, non in theatrum, agonem, munus" non expectabis. 
Sed invenimus ad banc quoque speciem pertinere illam primam vocem 
David, *' Felix vir, inquit, qui non abiit in concilium impiorium, &c." 
He confesses that the heathen spectacles were not, in precise terms, 
condemned in Scripture, but urges, that by good consequence the first 
words of David might be applied to all such kinds of entertainments ; 
Blessed is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly, nor 
standeth in the way ofsinners* 
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itself a credible profession of Christianity, or a sufficient 
pledge of a man's soundness in the faith of the Gospel ; 
but the bare owning the express words of Scripture, whilst 
men refuse to abide by any definitive meaning of them, 
and decline the authority of plain consequences from 
Scripture principles in stating and deciding articles of faith, 
is a profession that does not visibly distinguish as afore- 
said : therefore, it is not a credible profession of Chris- 
tianity, or a sufficient pledge of a man^s soundness in the 
faith of the Gospel. 

The major, or first proposition, will, I presume, be 
granted. For how can that be esteemed a credible pro- 
fession, or a sufficient pledge of a roan^s soundness in the 
faith, which does not visibly distinguish between true 
believers of the Grospel, and such as err even in fundamen- 
tals? It is possible that heretics, (if that be not an 
exploded term,) or even infidels, may impose upon a 
Christian Church, and creep in unawares, by making an 
outward confession which they inwardly abhor. 

The minor therefore only remains to be proved ; or 
rather is too manifest to need any proof. For all the 
erring sects among Christians, Papists, Idolaters, Anthro- 
pomorphites, Sabellians, Arians, Socinians, Familists, 
Muggletonians, Quakers, as well as our New Methodists, 
do all boast of their allegiance to Scripture, and profess 
readily to own the express declarations of it, as to any 
point of doctrine. Some of them, particularly the 
Familists and old Antinomians, tell us roundly, that to 
regard consequences, is to darken the glory of the Gospel**; 
and that in this they are agreed with Arians, Socinians, 
and Jesuits, hath been observed oftener than once. 

However, I shall here impartially consider, what pre. 

»» Mr. Rutherford's Survey of the Spiritual Antichrist^ pag. 60. 
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judices or objections you and others may think do lie 
against the truth of what I have proposed. 

If it shall be said, that the bare " owning the plain and 
express declarations of holy Scripture, in what is there 
made necessary to be believed, and in matters there solely 
revealed,^^ is sufficient to distinguish those who keep the 
faith, from such as hold dangerous errors, contrary to it: 
I answer, that a bare repeating the words of Scripture, by 
way of confession, is not sufficient, in all instances of import- 
ance, to shew in what sense these Scriptures are understood. 

That Scripture is the best expositor of Scripture, we 
allow to be a good, as well as an old rule ; and are willing, 
in more instances, to keep to old rules, and ancient 
approved ways of speaking, as not being very fond of 
novelties in matters of faith, which require new rules of 
interpreting Scripture. By collating one or more places of 
Scripture with others, the obscure with the more plain, we 
shall best arrive at the sense of them. Thus when any high 
figures of speech are used, as when God is said to have 
hands, feet, eyes, ears, nostrils, human passions, and appe- 
tites ; or when the phraseology is ambiguous, or refers to 
ancient forms and customs now out of use ; or when 
things of great importance are but sparingly mentioned, 
or hinted at ; such places are to be interpreted, and their 
meaning to be fetched from those Scriptures, that speak 
of the same things more openly, fully, and without a 
figure. In no other sense is Scripture the expositor of 
Scripture And can this be done without discourse, 
silent or expressed ? Can there be discourse without 
ratiocination, in collecting the united sense of several 
texts put together, and in raising proper inferences from 
them ? Or can that united sense and those inferences be 
conveyed to the minds of others, whom we may be con- 
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cemed to satisfyy without using other ways of speaking, 
than a bare repetition of those words, whose meamng is 
enquired after? 

To be free with you, Sir, your new rule of interpretation 
is, in my judgment, a mere jargon ; a jumble of words 
not very judiciously laid together. I wish that you would 
butapply your general rule to a particular instance, especially 
the doctrine of the Trinity, that we might be able to guess of 
its success ; and whether by a bare repetition of the words 
of Scripture, relating to that doctrine, you can satisfy 
others, that you are neither Arians, nor Socinians, nor 
Sabellians, nor disciples of Dr. Clark, but that you take 
the Scriptures in the catholic sense. For ray own part, I 
cannot apprehend, how your repeating one text of Scrip- 
ture a thousand times over, can explain another, so as to 
satisfy me how you understand either. 

For instance ; the bare repeating all the texts in the 
Bible, by way of confession, can be no reasonable satisfac- 
tion to another, how I understand this proposition. The 
Word was madejleshi whether I take Logos, the Word, 
hypostatically, for a divine person ; or in the Sabellian 
sense, for the Xoyo; h^$ia$rro;, the internal reason of God, 
making the Word that was made flesh only an attribute of 
the Father : or whether, with some fanatics, I do not mean 
by it the hiyog ir^fogixig^ the word which God spake. 
Thus the most apposite texts leave him still in doubt, 
what I intend by the term Jlesh; whether the entire 
humanity, or the material part of man only ; for the Word 
is used for either ; not to mention that it sometimes 
signifles the corruption, or vitiosity of our nature, as 
subjected to sin, and vanity, and death. Nor is it the bare 
repeating of Scripture can satisfy any, whether by being 
made flesh, I understand a being converted into it, or only 
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united with it. The same may be said of that leading 
proposition, The Word was God. It is impossible without 
human words, to satisfy others who are not content with 
mere sounds, whether I understand it in the Socinian, Arian, 
Sabellian, or Catholic sense. But it is very possible to ex- 
press the real united sense of Scripture concerning the great 
articles of faith in words of such a determinate meaning, 
that whoever professes his assent to them, ought to be 
reputed to take the Scriptures in that precise meaning, till, 
by a contrary profession, he makes the contrary to appear. 
It is an eternal contradiction to reason and good sense, 
as well as to the experience of all ages, to suppose, that 
in a controverted point of doctrine, such as the doctrine of 
the ever-blessed Trinity now is, the bare owning or reciting 
the words of Scripture relating to it, is a sufficient evidence 
of a man^s soundness in the faith, or a reasonable satisfac- 
tion to others in what sense he takes those Scriptures. 

Doubtless the words which the Holy Ghost teacheth 
were well chosen. They are every way sufficient, and 
were most proper to answer the end of a revelation; 
which was not given to mere speaking animals, but to 
intelligent beings. But it is downright nonsense to say, 
that barely to repeat these words, without other ways of 
speaking, may satisfy another how I understand them, or 
whether I understand them at all, or whether the judg- 
ment I form concerning them is not a gross perversion of 
them. 

" The Scriptures, you say, « declare that they are pro- 
vable for all things that may make the man of God perfect, 
throtighly furnished to every good work. 2 Tim. iii. 16, 17. 
Now as it is one part of the work of a man of God to 

B Reply to the Subscribing Ministers' Reasons, p. 19. 
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convince gainsayers, the Scripture alone must be suffi- 
cient to furnish him for this good work; or otherwise 
their witness of themselves is false.*^ The Scriptures are 
profitable to all the purposes there mentioned by the 
Apostle, by our making our profit of them. But how is 
this done ? Doubtless by exercising our reason about 
them. And if by reasoning then there is an absolute 
necessity of using other than Scripture terms, and of 
collecting and applying consequences from Scripture, in 
order to make them profitable to ourselves, or to convince 
others. The Scripture alone is sufficient to furnish a man 
of God for th^ work of convincing gainsayers, or leaving 
them without excuse. But did ever a man of God, or a 
man of common sense, attempt to do this by a bare repeti- 
tion of texts, without giving his sense of them in other 
words, and drawing evident conclusions from them ? 

** Our Saviour silenced the Sadducees from Scripture, 
without having recourse to any other writings, or the 
authority of human decisions.*" But how? Was it by barely 
repeating the words of Moses ? They would have rejected 
that method of conviction with contempt ; and tell him 
that they never contradicted, nor refused to own, the 
express words of their legislator : but he silenced them by 
reasoning, or urging a plain consequence upon them. In 
like manner the Apostles proved out of the Scriptures 
such articles of faith as were no where literally expressed 
in Scripture. Nor do they scruple to affirm, that the 
Prophets do shew, declare, and speak, what their words 
import, by a good and lawful consequence. And when 
they engage in the work of convincing gainsayers, or when 
they rebuke, or exhort to duty, they do it in a regular 
way of discourse, and raising inferences from all the 
principles, and topics of persuasion. So that though the 
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^^ Scriptures were certainly designed to be a standing rule 
of. faith to the Christian church, and that upon the 
prospect and supposition of men's perverting the words, 
and corrupting the sense of it ;"" (it should be t?iem ;) yet 
as they were not designed to be a standard of mere sounds, 
or a rule of agreement in the same sounds ; but to be a 
standard of truth, and a rule of faith, (which is an internal 
rational persuasion of truths divinely revealed) ; so there 
is an absolute necessity of using other words, if ever we 
would explain the sense of Scripture, or satisfy others, in 
a point of faith, what it is we believe* Nor was such a 
solecism in sense ever heard of, till the serving a turn 
itiade it needful, that barely repeating the words of Scrip- 
ture could answer either of these purposes. 

What does it signify if we are agreed in owning the same 
literal text, with Jesuits, Socinians, Anthropomorphites, 
Familists, Quakers, and the whole tribe of heretics and 
libertines, who all profess to keep strictly to the expres- 
sions of Scripture, and are content to repeat text for text 
with us, as long as we please ? What mutual satisfaction 
can this give, that we all hold the same faith and doctrine? 
None at all: unless we regard the doctrines of the Gospel, 
as Gallio did the questions of the Law, care for none of 
those thingSy which will hardly pass for a good qualification . 
in ministers of the Gospel. 

The Scripture is, no doubt, the centre of unity. • But 
it is the Scripture as revealing the mind and will of Grod, 
and not the mere letter of Scripture, abstracted from the 
real determinate sense and scope of the Holy Ghost, that 
can be so called. Words without meaning (which mean- 
ing must be known, and professed) can never be a centre 

* Reply to the Subscribing Ministers' Reasons, pag. 30. 

p 
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of unity in divine matters, to those who offer unto God a 
reasonable service. This is not the unitj of the Spirit, 
but of the letter, without spirit, and without life. Nor 
can it ever be a bond of Gospel peace (which cannot subsist 
without truth) except to those whose peace is a spiritual 
lethargy. Agreement therefore in the same Scripture 
words or sounds, without a declared sense and mealiing, is 
so far from being ^* the only way of agreeing in declarations 
of faith, that shall render the Christian churches tefe and 
happy ^;^ that it is the readiest way, as far as human views 
can reach, to destroy all visible distinction between the 
Churches of Christ, and mere worldly assemblies. 

I have already proved, that just ahd lawful conise^uences 
from Scripture truly are, and have the authority of^ a 
divine revelation. And you yourself affirm, that the 
doctrine of ** a future state of happiness for good meta, wa^ 
a part of the divine revelation made in the books of Moses, 
because God therein declared himself the God of Abi'aham, 
of Isaac, and of Jacob after their several d^ths;^ Thus, 
according to St. Paul, those very patriarchs^ by bonfbssitig 
that they were strangers and pilgrims on the earth, 
declared plainly that they sought a country. Not that 
from whence they came, for they had oppbt'tunity td hatie 
returned ; therefore they plainly declared that they desir^ 
a better country, that is, an heavenly, Heb. 3ti. 18-^^16. 
Where, I think, we have a whole succession df cotisei]uences; 
and the fathers are said plainly to declare^ what otily 
ai-ose by a chain of inferences out of their odtifessidd. *In 

^ Reply to the Sabscribing Ministers' Reasons, pag. 30. 

*• Dr. Manton infers from these passages, I. '' That that doctrine that 
is not expressed in plain words of Scripture, yet is deduced thence by 
just consequences, is a Scripturenloctrine. II. That in all contro- 
versies, and decisions of cases, genuine deductions are ndt an obscure 
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]ike manner, God plainly declares, whatever his word 
manifestly imports, though it be not delivered in so many 
terms. 

proof Then he observes, " The Arians reject the consubstantiality of 
Christ, and the Trinity, because they are not Scripture words. The 
Donatists called Augustine not the Christian, but the logician, because 
he argued from consequences in disputing with them. And so now- 
BrdKfU in the controversy about infant baptism, they require plain 
Scripture for it. We prove it, by consequence, that they are in 
covenant, and therefore have a right to the seal of the covenant. 
They are disciples, members of the Church, and therefore have 
a right to the privileges of the Church. And so for the Sabbath. 
We must not instruct God how to set down his mind. The Jews say, 
if Christ had been the true Messiah, he would have come in such a 
way, as all his own countrymen would have known him. So will men 
say, had this been the mind of God, it would have been more plainly 
and expressly revealed in Scripture. Thus will foolish men give laws 
to God. And then concludes, with these remarkable words. If a 
doctrine can be deduced from Scripture, it is as much, as if it were in 
express words of Scripture." Vol. iii. p. 505, 506. t shall here add, 
what another learned man, who was a famous Professof of Divinity, 
says on the satne texts. " This deducing of consequences from the 
profession of the patriarchs, teacheth us, I. So to read the Scriptures, 
a^ we may mark not only what is spoken, but also what is thereby 
imported by consequence. II. That what is imported by a speech, is a 
plain declaration of the mind of the speaker, and not an obscure 
deduction as mockers call it." Mr. Dixon's Exposition of Heb. iv. Id, 
14, 15, 16. 

It will not perhaps offend some readers, if to these testimonies, I 
add that of the great Rutherford, in his Survey of the Spiritual Anti- 
christ, against Fathilists and Antinomians, p. 50. " Antinomians, he 
observes, say, Christ makes no use of logic, and of logical consequences, 
b^cHuse they are logical, for that which he saith there [Matt. xxii. 
about the ressurrection of the dead] is Scripture, because Christ so 
saith, not because there is such logical arguing in the words." This, 
if I mistake not, is vety like some late evasions. To which 
Mr. Rutherford answers thus ; I. "The sam6 way that we argue from 
ah antecedent to a consequent, by natural logic, so doth Christ. We 
deny not but Chri^, and the Holy Ghost, in the Evangelist Matthew, 
do put the stamp and impression of Scripture on natural and sinless 

p2 



212 CUMMING. 

I should hardly esteem him a credible professor of the 
Christian religion, who should deny that the Scriptures of 
the New Testament, the writings of the Evangelists and 
Apostles, were given by inspiration of God, or who should 
only suppose that they may be his infallible word: who 
should deny the perpetuity of the two Sacraments, Baptism 
and the Lord'^s Supper ; or women's right to this last ; or 
the divine institution of public assemblies of Christians, 
and of a stated public Ministry, to be continued in th^ 
Church of Christ, throughout all ages: and the obligation 
upon Christians to worship God in such assemblies. He 
who should deny all this, is likely to make but a very lame 
profession of Christianity ; and yet neither of these, nor 
yet many relative duties, which are clear enough from 
Scripture, can be proved by plain and express declai*ations, 
without allowing the authority of just and lawful conse- 
quences from them. 

This leads me to observe, secondly, [That some conse- 
quences are of such a nature and evidence, that he who, 

arguing from an antecedent to a consequent. But it follows well, 
Christ made use of logic in Scripture discourses, therefore human 
learning (or reasoning) is lawful for, and necessary to, the opening and 
understanding of Scripture. II. Whereas Antinomians [see Saltmarsh's 
shadows fleeing away, p. 8.] say, consequences are not Scripture, but 
darken the glory of the Gospel ; it is clear, Christ calleth this very 
logical consequence . . . the dead shall rue, by the name of Scripture 
. . . Fe err, not knmping the Scriptures . . . Haifoe ye not read that which 
was spoken to you^ . . Ergo, it was their unbelief and dulness that they 
did not read and understand the logic of the Holy Ghost. And they 
ought to have read the article of the resurrection, Ezod. iii. in thC; 
consequence of it, as the Scriptures itself. Then he observes, that 
what is proved by consequence, is said to be written. It is written, 
and what saith the Scripture. Isaiah smth ; Hosea saith. III. The 
Prophets and Apostles almost in every line u^e logical reasoning, from 
the nature, from the cause, the effect, the consequent . . • from wrath,, 
life, reward, threatenings, promises," &c. 



GUMMING. ^13 

upon a fair proposal, denies them, cannot in the true 
construction of the words be thought to believe the Scrip- 
ture-principles whence they are evidently deduced. He 
cannot in reason be thought to believe that the Logos 
became many in all things like unto tiSf who shall deny 
that he assumed, into union with himself, a true body, and 
a reasonable soul^ of the same kind and species with other 
men^s ; since whatever is of a higher or lower species can- 
not be human, or in all things like us. These conse- 
quences, therefore, are of equal necessity to be believed, 
with their premises; and the profession of them may be 
justly required as a term of communion. This is not 
denied by Mr. Chillingworth, who was as great a Latitu- 
dinarian, as could well consist with his good sense, and 
other excellent qualities. After that famous declaration, 
" The Bible, the Bible only is the religion of Protestants." 
He immediately adds, " Whatsoever else they believe be- 
sides it, and the plain, irrefragable, indubitable conse- 
quences of it, well may they hold it as a matter of opinion ; 
but as matter of faith and religion, neither can they with 
coherence to their own grounds believe it themselves, nor 
require the belief of it of others, without most high and 
most schismatical presumption." * In this celebrated pas- 
sage, he distinguishes between matters of faith, and 
matters of opinion. He owns that whatever can be proved 
by a plain consequence from Scripture, is matter of faith : 
that it may be consistently regarded as such by Pro- 
testants. ; and that they may require the profession of it, 
of others, as a term of communion, without any schismati- 
cal presumption. He would not have mentioned conse* 

' Religion of Protestants, Jkc. edit. 5. pag. 290. 
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quences in this place, if be bad thought, that it reflected 
on the perfection of Scripture, to assert the authority of 
Scripture-consequences, in stating and deciding articles of 
faith : or if he had thought, that they might, without an 
abuse of words, be said to make the Bible tbeir religion, 
who peremptorily say, that Scripture-consequences never 
can have authority to determine men's faith. 

Some consequences are of such evidence, that they must 
stand or fall with their first principles, in the apprehension 
of all who consider them without prejudice. And conse- 
quently that whoever denies them, ought not in reason to 
be supposed to believe those principles whence they 
inevitably spring. Of this kind is what you call a conse- 
quence in the doctrine of the Trinity. 

Whoever denies, doubts of, or regaids it only as a 
probable hypothesis, that these three are one Oody 
must, in the same degree, deny, doubt of, or regard it 
only as a probable opinion, that the characters of the true 
eternal Godhead are, without limitation, applied to the 
Son or Holy Ghost. Can you conceive it posable for a 
man to believe, that there is but one God, and that the 
incommunicable characters and perfections of the eternal 
Godhead are* applied, and do belong, to these blessed 
three, in the same absolute and supreme sense, and yet 
not be equally assured, that these three are one God! 
Was there ever an instanpe of a person whose mind was so 
turned, as to say the premises, here, were the matter of 
his faith, but he demurred, or was not so positive, as to the 
conclusion ? Do you think that Dr. Clark, or Afr. Whis- 
ton, would ever talk at this rate? You must first imagine 
them divested of common sense. And therefore, all who 
deny that these three are one God, must be either such as 
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deny all divinity of the Son and Spirit, as Deists, Maho- 
metans, &c. or such as make the Son subordinate and 
inferior to the Father, in his divine nature and attributes ; 
and likewise also the Holy Ghost. In a word, this conse- 
quence, these three are one God, is as certain and un- 
avoidable, from the oneness of God, and the ascription of 
the highest characters of Godhead to the Father, the 
Wprd, and the blessed Spirit, as any conclusion founded on 
mathematical demonstration : and so obvious to the com- 
mon sense and reason of mankind, that whoever doubts of 
it, must, in proportion, doubt of the premises also. 

There is an equal evidence of their being one in nature^ 
substance, or essence. For though we do not distinctly 
k^qw what the essence of God is, or of created spirits, or of 
matter itself, with which we are so conversant ; yet this 
we know, that the unity of God is an unity of nature ; and 
that there cannot be divers natures, essences, or substances 
in the Godhead. So that if these three are one God, they 
must necessarily be of one essence or substance ; unless we 
suppose the Tfeity to be compounded of different natures. 
T^hl^ alsQ is obvious to every capacity. It is sufficient that 
we can distinguish the essences of things (as of matter and 
spirit) by the known incompati))Ie properties that belong 
liPto them, and flow from them. Thus it is demonstrable 
that the essence or subsf^ai^ce of the intelligent spirit in 
m^n, is different from the essence or sul}Stance of unintelli- 
gent matter, that is void of all active or of rational powers. 
And yet we cannot adequately define what the essence of 
(either is. It is also demonstrable that God is a Being, 
Bubstanttally differing from ^11 others, from every made, 
derived, dependent, or limited being. This we know by 
the incommunicable attributes and perfections of the divine 
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nature, which can only belong to that one nature, and are 
but improperly distinguished from it ; for the absolute 
attributes of God do constitute the divine essence. So 
that if the Word and Spirit differ substantially from the 
Father, they must differ toto ccelo^ and cannot have the 
same divine perfections. Whereas on the other hand, if they 
are, together with the Father, the one only living and true 
God, they must be the same in substance or essence; 
otherwise the Godhead substantially differs from itself. 
To say therefore that they are not of one substance, is to 
say that they arc not one God : as to say they are not one 
God, is either to deny the unity of Gtxl, or the true, eternal 
power and Godhead of the Son or Spirit. And if they are 
of one substance or essence, it will not be disputed that 
the divine persons are equal in power and glory, and all 
other divine properties belonging to that one essence. 

As for the word person, none lay a greater stress 
upon it than the New Methodists or modem Arians them- 
selves. To deny the distinct personality of Father, Son, 
and Spirit, is, with them, a heresy of the most malignant 
influence, that tears to pieces the scheme of Christianity. 
However, it is frequently demanded of the orthodox, what 
they mean by the word person, when they assert that in 
the unity of the Godhead there he three Persons^ of one 
substance^ power^ and etemUy^ S^c. f But those who put 
such questions cannot but know, that it is used to signify a 
real distinction between the three, as to the manner of their 
subsistence in the same nature ; and to support the 
propriety of different ascriptions to them in the economy 
of Providence, and of man's redemption. What their 
distinct manner of subsistence in the same Godhead is, 
God has not revealed, nor-do we pretend to explain. But 
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that there is a distinction, the Scriptures plainly declare, 
in ascribing such different actions and characters to them, 
as do necessarily import it. If any other word could be 
thought on, more proper to signify such a distinction, we 
are as ready as any to embrace it. But of this we despair. 
And therefore we think we have good reason to insist upon 
the word person ; not only because it has been always used 
among Christians, but because it has a clear foundation ih 
Scripture, where we read of the person'* of the Father^ 
• Heb. i. 8. and of the person of Christ, as Dr. Whitby 
renders ^ Cor. iv. 6.* And where such properties and 
operations are distinctly ascribed to Father, Son, and 
Spirit, as cannot without a manifest absurdity be affirmed 
of mere names, modes, or economies, but only of 
persons. And yet the absolute unity of the divine nature 
obliges us to take the word person here in a more qualified 
or restrained sense, than we apply it to three men. Briefly, 
we intend by it a real distinction. That there is a dis- 
tinction, such as is sufficient to found their personalities 
upon, is a matter of faith ; because the Scriptures do 
plainly reveal it. What the eternal grounds of that 
distinction are, or how they subsist distinctly in the same 
numerical essence ; this we have no distinct conception of, 
nor is the belief of it required of us. We shall then be 
able to comprehend it, when we are able to ^nd out the 
Almighty unto perfection. If any will acknowledge such a 
distinction between these three, as is necessary to support 
the different actions ascribed to them in Scripture, and to 
secure these divine honours which we respectively owe unto 
them, in our practical regards, preserving and owning, at 
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the same time, thdr unity of nature ; we shall not censure 
him as heterodox or unsound, if he uses any other term than 
person (or makes use of a periphrasis) to rignify it by- 
But to deny all distinction between the Father, the Word, 
and Spirit, or to make that distinction to consist only in 
mere names, which is the Sabellian heresy ; we look upon 
as inconsistent with the Scripturerdoctrine of the Trinity. 
And if men's refusing to own the word person, be intended 
as a doke to cover their denial of a true distinction, they 
ought not to be connived at. 

Thus I have endeavoured to shew, that some conse- 
quences are of equal necessity to be believed with their 
premises. Because in the nature of things, the connexion 
is so necessary and manifest, that they must stand or fall 
together in the judgment and apprehensions of all un[»re- 
judiced persons. The application of this to the doctrine 
of the Trinity proves, that if it be necessary to a credible 
profession to believe in one only God, and to believe that 
the characters of Ghxihead (to keep to your terms) are in 
the strictest sense ascribed to the father, the Word, and 
the Holy Ghost, it must be equally necessary to believe, 
that these three are one God, of the same adorable nature 
and attributes. In a word, it is plainly demonstrable, that 
either they are one God ; or, the name and attributes of 
God do not belong to the Son and Spirit in a strict sense, 
or, there are more Gods than one. 

The new vampt Arianism has not gained so much 
ground, by all the books written in open defence of it, as 
by the influence of those Latitudinarian, or Lapdicean 
principles, which too many among us have greedily 
swallowed down without fear or caution. 

It enters into the life or essence of the Christian religion, 
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what men believe conperning the p^r^on pf Christ ; that iff| 
whether they believe him to be on^ God with the Father^ 
or an inferior God, diverge from hioi ; whether they honour 
him even as they honour the Father* with the same divioie 
worship* the same resignation of their understandingf, 
wills* and a£Pectipn$ to his supreme authority, and the 
same trust and confidence in his power and mercy* and that 
because they believe him to he one GkxJ with the Father ; 
or* whether they worship him but with an inferior degrei^ 
of worship as a made* dependent Gpd* or a God by ofiiQf^ 
and deputation only^ I^et our brethrep shew us that it is 
not of very great importance in religion* in which of these 
ways we regard our blessed Redeemer, (and the like coiir 
ceming the Hply Ghost*) and we shall retract any undw 
estimate we may haye put on the Catholic doctrine ; meao 
^ime we do firmly believe that the Catholic doctrine is th^ 
Scripture ddctrine ; and are afraid that the new schemf 
involves in it, that extreme error of mind, whiph tb^ 
Apostle calls, denying th» hord^ [Sscrr^my] that bought 144^ 
And can we, under these apprehensions, be too cauticHis 
how we enter into measures that look like giving encourage** 
ment to a doctrine so full of horror ? measures, whinh, in 
the common construction of things, might prevent the 
recovery of the lapsed, supplant the weak, and tempt 
others to sit loose from that sure foundation, on which they 
had built all their hopes ! 

The case between us and the modern Arians, whom I 
have sometimes called New Methodists^ is plainly this. 
The followers of Mr. Whiston and Dr. Clark regard Jesus 
Christ as an inferior God, of a nature diverse from, and 

h Viiie Advice to Christians, fi^c. marg. p. 1^0, ^I^ 22, ^3, f}4. 
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produced, before all ages, bj the will and power o{ God 
the Father ; who, to the excluaon of the Son and Spirit, is 
alone the supreme Grod, the original, and Lord of ail. They 
deny the necessary existence of the Word or Logos, because 
that would infer his independency, and make him as truly 
the voluntary production of the first cause as any creature 
is. In consequence of this, they allow him but an inferior 
degree of religious worship. The like they say respec- 
tively of the Holy Ghost, whom they make subordinate in 
nature and attributes to the Father and Son. 

On the contrary, they who adhere to the Catholic fiEuth, 
confess and worship our blessed Lord, as one God with the 
Father, absolutely supreme over all. And though they 
may have different theories concerning the generation of the 
Son, yet they agree in this, that the word God is applied 
to him in Scripturei in the same eminence as it is to the 
Father : that whatever the manner of his generation be, 
it is consistent with his being, together with the Father, the 
eternal Being, as he partakes equally with him of that 
nature, to which it belongs to exist necessarily, and independ- 
ently ; without which he could be no otherwise God, than 
in a figurative sense. The like they believe of the Holy 
Ghost. That those attributes and operations are ascribed 
to him, which distinguish th^ true and only God, from all 
subordinate beings whatsoever. In consequence of which 
it is the matter of their faith, that these three are one God, 
as much as it is, that the characters of Godhead are 
ascribed to each of them distinctly, when at the same time 
it is declared, that there is but one only God'. 



* It must he confessed, that no comparison drawn from things finite, 
and temporary, can illustrate this tremendous mystery, of three persons 
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I would DOW ask any unprejudiced person, whether these 
two schemes differ in matters of mere speculation only ? 
Whether they do not differ widely, in things of vast con- 
sequence, and general concern in Christianity ? And whether 
those who are so opposite in their sentiments concerning 
this doctrine, can be unanimous in the same acts of worship? 
For my own part, I cannot see upon what religious 
principles either side can desire personal communion with 
the other, in all the offices of religion : or how they can 
coalesce without extreme confusion. 

If it be said that a man may believe this truth, or not 
deny it, who yet shall refuse to give his sense of it, in any 
but Scripture words ; I answer, all that is required is a 
testimony that he does believe this controverted truth. 



in the unity of the Godhead. But it hath been often made appear^ 
that all other schemes which have been proposed, are attended with 
much greater difficulties. Dr. Clark's in particular is loaded with 
contradictions ; besides its contrariety to the infallible word of God. 
And this only will bear the test of Scripture. This therefore is what 
we are bound to believe, as we would not renounce our allegiance to 
him who is the fountain of intellectual light. What is incomprehensible 
in it, we are not required to comprehend. But, upon the testimony of 
God, we are obliged to believe that to be true, the manner whereof is, 
to human understandings, incomprehensible. " Propose to me^ says 
the famous Chillingworth, any thing out of this book [the Bible,] and 
require whether I believe or no, and seem it never so incomprehensible 
to human reason, I will subscribe it with hand and heart, as knowing ' 
no demonstration can be stronger than this, God hath said so, there- 
fore it is true." Pag. 290. This follows that passage already 
mentioned, in which this great man acknowledges, that what may be 
proved by a plain consequence from Scripture, is matter of faith, as 
distinguished from what is only a matter of opinion. So that Mr. 
Chillingworth was for subscribing with his hand any doctrine that 
could be proved by an indubitable consequence from Scripture, how 
unaccountable soever it might be to human reason. 
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And this he can dever give by barely repeating, or 
professing to own, those words of Scrijliture, which the 
Avowed enemies of this doctrine are as ready to repeat 
lind own as he. And he who shall refuse an explicit 
testinlbny of his adhering to any controverted truth, 
acknowledged to be of very grtiat inoment, when pi^o- 
videntially called to it, may be said to betray that truth. 
And if he is sUspedted of holding or favouring the con- 
trary error, he has himself to thank for it. 

I fear, Sir, I have giveti you too much trouble on this 
head. I was willing to put matters in as true a light as I 
Could. And then leave every sincere feader of his Bible to 
judge, whether the difference between the new scheme, and 
the Catholic faith, be not of such importance, as will justify 
all the frightful things the Subscribing Ministers have 
intimated about it ; or whether they could be faithful to 
their trust, or act according to principle, if they had not 
testified an open dislike, of what they apprehend to be a 
very pernicious error. This, I think, they were obliged 
to do, without regarding the empty cavil of those, who 
refuse to be determined by Scrip ture^consequences in 
matters of faith ; and ask the letter of Scripture, for every 
thing they are required to believe. A principle which has 
neither reason, nor Scripture^ to support it ; which is an 
open aifront to reason^ apd, if universally followed, would 
be of very fatal consequences in religion, tt brings an 
universal blot upon all the confessions of the reformed 
Churches. It has been the cover of the worst heresies 
since the first rise df the Arian controversy. And is not 
only condemned by all the orthodox, but is manifestly 
repugnant to the judgment and practice of our Saviour and 
his Apostles ; who, when they applied themselves to the 
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understandings of fallible men^ appealed, not to their own 
infallibility, but to the authority of Scripture^ for those 
things which agreed with the sense and scope of Scripture, 
or by lawful consequences arose out of the passages referred 
to. And unless we will still allow of the same method in 
determining articles of belief, the analogy of faith, and the 
faith once delivered to the saints^ are words that have no 
signification. 

I am, with much respect, 
Reverend Sir, 
Your very affectionate Brother and Servant, 

JOHN GUMMING. 

London, Feb. 2, 1720. 
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